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PREFACE TO THE THIRD EDITION 


There being no other Textbook on Indian Logic which 
its students, The Elements of Indian Loge, which was 
imariy written and printed for the students of the Benares 
: University who had to read Indian Lome along with 
е Western, has become popular wherever study of Indian 
ome has been introduced. It has been prescribed аз a Texts 
ok by the Benares Hindu Univernty, Nagpur University, 
augar University and the Board of High School and Inter- 
ediate Education, United Provinces Й 3 recommended by 
¢ teachers of Indian Philosophy to their students all over 
dis И is also appreciated. in those foreign. Universities 
here Indien Philosophy hea been introduced A Chinese 
anslation of at was publshed some years ego. The author 
ever expected that this little work would be sa much appre- 
ated 

The Боек beng very much in demand, a third edition 
ad to be brought out Unfortunately the author had no time 
make the contemplated improvements or to remove some 
eferts of the previous. edition in this before the book was 
anded to the Press for printing Hence this edition i5 merely 
reprint of the previous one 

The author Js thankful to all those readers of the book 
ho have from time to hme written to him abont the ments 
f the work and to these who have recommended it to he 
rescribed as a Textbook on Indian Logic 


enares Hindu University, В І. ATREYA 
anuary 25, 29489 


«т 


PREFACE TO THE FIRST AND SECOND EDITION 


In these pages an attempt is made to introduce the 
lementary concepts af Indian Lome to the beginner, who may 
nsh er who may be Tequred to supplement his. knowledge 
| f the Western Logic The treatment has beén kept simple, 


| 


А М 

clear and free from hair-splrtting controvertial discussions, 50 
as to suit the beginner. The author has avoided the temptation 
of making the book more exhaustive and complete, lest tt 
should become too comprehensive for those for whom it is 
intended. To create a hiking for and a habit of referring to 
the original texts of Indian Philosophy—which are absolutely 
essential for в thorough knowledge of it—the necessary 
portions of Tarkasngraha (Manual of Logic} have been 
reproduced here and have been translated in easy and simple 
Hindi and English To facilitate the reading of the text and 
translations, they have been arranged under appropriate head- 
ings end sub-headings, so that the reader may find out quite 
easily the topics and contents of the text. The English exposi- 
tion, which forms the main portion of the bool, has also beer 
carefully arranged under sections within chapters. АП the 
Sanskrit terms have been printed in italics with their English 
equivalents by their side So far as it could be possible the 
{important letters of the Sanskrit Alphabets have been transli- 
terated An exhaustive Index of all the terms and concepts 
of the entire book (including the Sanskrit Text and its Trans: 
lations) has been given at the end. 

This edition of the book is a development of my lecture- 
notes on Indian Logic, which were printed rather in а hurry 
under the name “Elements of Indian Logie” for the use of 
my students in I926 Unfortunately that edition contained 
8 number of printing mistakes, and so the book was restricted 
to circulation amongst the local students only In this edition 
all the obvious defects of the first have been removed, and 
almost all the chapters have been completely revised. A few 
necessary chapters and sections have also been added 

I am obliged to my pupil and friend, Mr. Narayan Vishnu 
Joshi, M. A, for his assistance in correcting the proofs. 
Benares Hindu University, B. L. ATREYA, 
November 6, I934. MA, DUTI. 
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INTRODUCTION 


Logic has rarely been studied in India as an independent 
subject as it has been in the Western countries The problems 
dealt with in Indian Logic are rather psychological, epistemo- 
Jonica] and metaphysical than purely logical The very nature 
of these problems 3s such that opinions with regard to them 
will widely differ, and ut has been «o in India as elsewhere 
Мапу schools of thought have armen in the past wilh their 
own distinctive views with regard to the solution of these 
problems These views were always determined by the general 
philosophical points of view of the various «chools of thought 
The most important of these <chools of Indian thought are the 
Nyaya founded by Gautama the Fadestha by Kanada, the 
Sankhya by Kapila, the Yoga by Patanjah, the Mimamsa by 
Jeumins, the J edunta by Badarayana, the Hauddha by Buddha, 
the Jaina by Mahavira and the Lokayata or Charwaka by 
Brihaspati Fach of these schools has its own point of view 
tn logic determined by its general philosophical outlook 


А complete and thorough study of Indian Logic requires, 
therefore, knowledge of the philosophy of these schools But 
the 5३०१३ school of thought being primanly and particularly 
concerned with logical problems here an attempt is made to 
introduce to the beginner the elementary concepts of the lomcal 
doctrines of this schoo] Неге and there a comparate refer- 
ence will be made to the distinetise postions of other schools 
alto, so that the student may not take the N323a views as the 
only and tbe final on the subject dealt with 


^" 
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To introduce the Nyáya logic to а beginner, it has been 
а practice since long to teach him Tarkasangraha in the begin- 
ning. It is an elementary textbook on the combined doctrines 
ef Nyaya and Vaisesika It was composed by Ánnambhatta in 
the Seventeenth century A.D. Since its inception, it has been 
very popular, The author has also offered a commentary on 
lis own text, which goes by the name Tartvodipikz, In this 
commentary the author elaborates and revises some of his 
conceptions In our present book we include extracts from 
the text of this work dealing with Knouledze (Buddhi). 


अथ तकेसंग्रहे बुद्धिनिरूपणम | 
निधाय हृदि विश्वेशं विधाय गुरुवन्दनम्‌ । 
बालानां सुखबोधाय क्रियते तर्कसंग्रहः ॥ १ || 


बुद्धिः | 
ahi i-— 


सवन्यवद्ारद्देतुगुणो घुद्धिज्ञानम्‌ । 
बुद्धिमेदा-- 


सा द्विवधा--सस्‍्मृतिरनु भव st i 


स्मति !---- 


c" ज्ञान eg p: 


स द्विविधो यथार्योऽयथारयेओेति । 


यथार्थानभवः 

तद्वति तस््रकारकोऽनुमवो यथार्थ’, यथाऽर्यं घट इति WAT सेव 
प्र मेत्युच्यते | 
अयथाथानुभवः- - 

तदभाववति तत््रकारकश्चाययार्थः, यथा शुक्ताविद रज्ञतामति शानम्‌ । 


a 


यथाथानमवमे दा i 
यथायथानुमवश्चद्ञविध:--प्रत्यक्षानुमित्युपमितिशाब्द भेदात्‌ । 
qui करणानि--- 
तत्करणमपि чач प्रत्यक्षानुमानापमानशन्दमेदात्‌ ! 


कारणम्‌ । 


करणप — 
असाधारण कारणं करणम्‌ । 
कारथम्‌— 
( अनन्यथाविद्धस्वे सति ) कार्यनियतपूर्वव्राति कारणम्‌ । 
कार्यमु-- 
कार्य प्रागमावपतियागि । 
कारणभेदा/--- 
कारण त्रिविध->समवाट्यंसमवायिनिमित्तभेदात्‌ । 
समवायिकारणसू--- 
यत्समवेतं PAT तेत्समवायि कारणम्‌, यथा तन्तवः eT 
पर श्र ede: । 
असमवायिकारणम्‌ 
कार्येण कारगेन वा सददेकस्मित्नर्धे समवेदत्य सति यत्कारण तरसमवावि 
कारणम्‌, यथा AIAN: परस्य, तन्तुरूपं पटरूपस्य | 
निमित्तफारणम-- 
maagia कारण नि्मि्तकारण, यथा तुरीउैमादिके чт | 


फेरणम्‌--- 


तंदेतत्त्रिविधकारणमध्ये वदसाधारण कारण तदेव करणम्‌ d 


समवायः | 
समवाय --- 


[reg समवाय अयुतसिद्धइत्ति | 
अयुतसिद्धा-- 
айт एकमविनश्यदपराशितमेवाबीतठत ताययुतासेदो ! 


यथा--अवयवावयाविनो, Iga, क्रियामियावन्ती, जातिन्वक्ती, विशेष 
[клей चेति | 


प्रत्यक्षम | 

अत्यक्षपमाणस्‌-- 

प्रत्यक्षतनकरम प्रत्यशम्‌ d 
भत्यक्षज्ञानम्‌ --- 

दन्द्रिया थस батя शान प्रत्यक्षम्‌ । 
Hann — 

तदादिविध---निर्मिकल्पक सविकल्पकं चेति | 
fala et q-— 

तन कविप्रक्ारफ जान {НЕ i 
सरविकत्यकसू--- 


सप्रकारक ज्ञान संविकल्पकम्‌, यथा-डित्यीडय ब्राह्मणाइयामिति à 


इन्द्रियाधथस भिकपभेदा!--- 

्रत्यक्षत्ञानददेदेरिन्द्रिवायर्सान्नके॥ः egei, सैमुक्तसम- 
वायः, संयुक्ततमवेतसमवाय:, समवायः, समवेतसमवायो, विशेपणारवदांप्यमा- 
वश्चेति । 
संयागः— 

EMI घरश्रत्यश्चननने संयोगः सन्निकर्षः ॥ 
UIS. — 

घटरूपप्रत्य्षे संयुक्तसमवायः Síwxun Wig घटे күң 
समवायात्‌ | 
सैयक्तसंमवेततमवाय:--- 

रूपत्वसामान्यप्रत्यक्षे संयुक्तसमवेतसमवायः सनिकप:, чач 
घटे रूपे समवेत, तत्र रुपत्वस्थ समवायात्‌ । 
सभवाय:--> 

MAT घब्दसाक्षात्वारें समवायः GARDER, कणीविवरबत्त्यावारास्य 
NIIT, छन्देस्याकादागुणत्वात्‌, शुणग़णिनी श्र रमवायात्‌ । 
समवेतसमवाय —— 

दाच्दत्वसाछात्टारे सेमवेशठभवायः ALAS, 'ातसमवेते शब्दे 
दाध्दत्वस्य समवायान्‌ | 
बिरोषणबिद्यष्रभावः— 

अमावपरत्यक्ष विद्चेषणविदोष्वमाव, सन्निकपः, घटामाजवेद्कभतलमित्वत्र 
चक्षुःसंयुक्ते HAS घरामावस्य विशेष्णत्वात्‌ 4 
प्रत्यक्षम--- 

एवं सन्निकृ्पपट्कजन्य शानं प्रत्यक्षं | तन्करणमिन्द्रियम्‌। सस्मादिन्द्रि भ 
प्रत्यक्षप्रभागामाति सिद्धम | 


अनुमानम । 
अनुमा नमू--- 
अतुमितिकरणमनुमानस्‌ | 
अनामेतिः-- 
परामदाजन्य ज्ञानमनुमिति i 
परामश/--- 


व्यात्तिवाशेष्टपक्षधमताज्ञान TWAT, यथा-वहिव्याप्यधूमबानय THT 
इति ज्ञानम्‌ | 


अन्तमितिः~— 

तज्जन्य पवतो बाहिमानिति शानमनुमितिः । 
т: 

यत्र यत्र घूमस्तमतत्रामिरिति साइचर्य नियमो ат: । 
पक्षष्मता-- 

व्याप्यस्य पवतादिवृत्तित्व पक्षधर्मता । 
अनुमावसेदी--- 

अनुमान द्विविध स्वाथ पराथंत्र । 
स्वाथांनुमानभू--- 


तत्र स्वार्थ स्वानुमितिदेतु" | तथाहि स्वयमेव भूयोदर्शनेन यत्र धूमस्त- 
घामिरिति मद्दानसादौ card wear पर्वतसर्मीप गतस्तदूगते чи सरिद- 
हानः чаа घूम पडयन्व्याति स्मरते यत्र धूमस्तत्राभिरिति | तदनन्तरं वहि- 
व्याप्यधूमवानय पर्वत इतिज्ञानमुत्पद्यते | अयमेव फेज्परामर्श इत्युच्यत ॥ 
तम्मात्पवेतो बहिमानिति ज्ञानमनुमितिदवस्पचते | तंदेतल्स्वार्थानुमानम. i 


पराथानुमानम्‌-- 


यसु स्थेय धूमादाम्मेमनुमाव WIN पञ्चावयववाक्व प्रयुज्यते 
AAT TAAL, यथा-पवतो Wear, FHI, यो थो year स 
SHA) यथा महानसः; तथा चावम्‌; तस्मात्तथा दति | अनेन प्रतिपा- 
दितालिङ्गात्यरोऽप्यग्नि iem | 


पञ्चावयवाः -— 


प्रतिक्ञादेतददाइरएणोपनयनिगभनानि पञ्चावयवाः । पर्वतोऽसिसानिति 
sie । धूमवत्वादिति देतः Я यो धूमबान्स सोडग्रिसान्यथा महानस 
इत्युदादरणम. । तथा चायमित्युपनयः । तस्मात्तथेति निगमनम्‌ + 


लिह्गपरा — 


AMAA MATA RT पद काराम GU ZU 
Walls HT | 


fere mrqn-— 
[c त्रिविधम्‌ं-- अन्वयव्यतिरोकि, केवलान्वयि, कैवलब्यतिरेकि चेति 
HATAR 


aay व्यतिरेकेण व्यातिमदन्वयव्यतिरेकि । यथा get साध्ये 
धूमवत्त्वम्‌ । यम धूमस्तत्राद्रिरत्यन्वयव्यासि' ॥ यत्र aikata ач धूमोऽवि 
नास्ति यथा wetez इति न्यतिरेक ena, 


केवलान्वयि -- 


अन्ययप्राभव्यातिक केवलान्वयि, аш घटोऽमिधयः प्रमेयत्वात्यरवतत्‌ ॥ 


अत्र statistician, wets प्रमेयत्वादमिथेय- 
स्वा । 


qd पलव्यातिरोकि -- 

व्यतिरेकसात्रव्यासिक बेवल्व्यतिरोंके, यथा-पथिवीतरेम्यों Prag 
गन्धवत्त्वात्‌ । यदितिरेग्यों न मियते, न AEWA यथा जळम्‌, नचेवन्तथा, 
तस्मान्न तथत्ति अनर यहन्धवत्तदितर भिन्नमित्यन्वयदष्टान्तों नास्ति, पृथि 
बीमाउस्य पक्षत्वात्‌ ॥ 


पक्ष — 

सन्दिग्धसाध्यवान्‌ पक्ष , यथा--धूमवच्त्व देती पर्वत | 
सपक्ष ---- 

मिशथ्ितसाध्यवांन संपक्ष , यंथा--तनेव महानस | 
विपक्ष *-- 


निश्चितसाध्यामाववान्विपक्ष , यधा--तर्वव ЧЕЧ । 


हेत्वामासाः । 

हेत्वासासा —- 

gaar विरुद्ध सत्प्रतिपक्षाऽलिद्ध बाधिता पञ्चहेस्वाभासा | 
सन्यभिवार,--- 

सव्य मिचारोइनकान्तिक | 
सब्याभिचा रभेदा! — 

स त्रिदिध --साघारणाऽसाधारणाऽनुपसहोरिभेदात्‌ | 
साधारण — 

तत्र साध्यामाववद्यत्ति साधारणोऽनैकान्तिक , यथा--पर्वतोडमिमान 
प्रमेयत्वादिति, प्रमेयत्वस्य वहयभाववाति हदे विद्यमानत्वात्‌ | 
असाधारण — 

सवसपक्षविपक्षच्यातृत्त पक्षमात्रवत्तिरसाधारण' | यया-दान्दो नित्य 
शब्दत्वादेति। शब्दल हि सर्वेम्यो निखेम्योऽनिश्येम्यो न्यावृत्त शब्दमाजवात्ति ! 


0 


अनुपतहारी--- 

अन्वयन्यतिरेकदृ्टान्तरदितोऽनुपसंदरी, यथा-सर्वमनित्य प्रमेयत्वादिति 
अश्र सर्वेस्याप чете ҮЕ नास्ति । 
विरुद्ध/--- 

साच्यामावन्यापत्तो इतुर्विरुद्धः, यथा-दाब्दो नित्य कृतकत्वादिति t 
कृतकत्वं हि. नित्यत्वामावेनामित्यत्वेम व्याप्तम्‌ । 
"onmdqu:— 


यस्य साच्यामावसाघकं देत्वन्तर विद्यते स सत्प्रतिपक्षः, यथा -दान्दो 
नित्यः कायत्वात्‌ घटवादिति । 


आसद्धभेदा/--- 

яте: आश्रयाऽसिद्धः स्वरूपाऽसिद्धो ब्याप्यत्वाऽसिद्ध" 
aia} 
MAM Е:—- 

рл यपा-गरानारविन्दं सुराम, अरविन्दत्पात सरोजार- 
विन्दवत्‌ इति । अत्र गगनारविन्दमाश्रय: स च नास्त्येव । 
स्वरूपासिद्ध! 

स्वरूपासिद्धो यथा-शब्दो निल्आश्षुपत्वाद्‌ रूपवत्‌ इत । अत्र 

arte पक्षे नास्ति दाब्देस्य आवणलात्‌ | 
व्याप्यत्वासिद्ध -— 

सोपाधिको ( देनुः ) व्वाप्यत्वासिंद्वः i 
उपाधि! — 


साध्यव्पापकतले सति साधनाव्यापक उपापिः। साध्यसमासाधिकरणा- 
सयम्दामांवा प्रतियी тет साध्यव्यापकत्थम | साधनवन्षिश्ात्यन्तामावप्रतित्री रिप्व 


п 


साधनाव्यापकत्वम्‌ । यथा-पर्वतों घूमवान्वडिमत्वादिति अन्नाद्रेन्धनंसयोंग 
उपाधिः । तथादि, यत्नधूमस्तनाद्रॅवनसंयोग इति साध्यन्यापकत्वम्‌ । यत्र 
а кти नास्ति, अयोगोलके आईन्धनाभावात्‌ इति साषना- 
व्यापकत्वम्‌ + एवं साध्यव्यापकत्वे सति साधनाव्यापकत्वादार्द्रन्धनसयोग 
उपाधिः । सोपाधिक त्वादवादेमत्वं ब्यापस्वासिद्धम्‌। 
चाधिव:--- 

यस्य_साध्याभावः प्रभाणान्तरेण निश्चितः स बाधित , यया-बहिरनुध्णो 
द्रव्यत्वात्‌ इति। अत्रानुष्णत्वं साध्य सदभाव उभ्णत्व EYE प्रत्यक्षेण 
чаа बाधितत्वम्‌ i 

उपमानम्‌ | 

उपमानम्‌ -- 

उपमितिकरणसुपमानम्‌ J 
उपमिति —- 

सज्ञासंशिसम्बन्धज्ञानमुपामितिः | 
उपमितिकरणम्‌ — 

तत्करण साइस्यज्ञानम्‌ | तथाद्दि-कञ्जिद्रवयशन्दवाच्यमबानन्‌ कुतश्रि- 
दारइण्यकयुर्यात्‌ गोसदृशो «ҹа इति श्रत्वा аа गतो аттар स्मरन्‌ 
"yeu पिण्ड чаң р तदनन्तरम्‌ अघो गवयशब्दवाच्य इति 
उपमितिस्त्ययते | 

शब्द । 

alea i-—— 

тате शब्द; । 
ЯТ 

MAET यथाथबक्ता । 


चाक्यम्‌ -- 

वाक्यं पदसमूइः, यथा-गामानयेति I 
पदम्‌ 

शफ पदम्‌ । 
Р: — 

अस्मात्पदादयमर्थों बोद्धन्य इतीश्वरसंकेतः ATH: ! 
वाक्या्थज्ञानहेत -— 

आकाक्षा, योग्यता, सन्निधिश्र याक्याथज्ञाने देतुः | 
भार्काभ्षा-- 


पदस्य पदान्तरव्यातिरेकप्रयुक्तान्ववानलभावकलमाकाश्षा । 
यॉग्यता — 
आअधांबाधों योग्यता | 
wag :—— 
पदानामाविलम्वेनोचारणं Bara: | 
अभ्रमाणं वाक्यम्‌ -- 
ANIMA वाक्यमप्रमाणम्‌ а чү үа: पुरुषो हस्तीति 
ने प्रमाएम्‌ , अङोक्षाविरदात्‌। असिना सिंचेदिति न प्रमाणं, योग्यतीविरहात्‌। 


"ét पहरे असदोचारितानि याम्‌, आमव इत्यादिपदानि न प्रमाणम्‌, 
क्षान्निध्यामावात्‌ і 


वाक्यभे —— 

वाक्य द्विविध~-वेदिक eec । 
पेदिकं वाक्यम्‌-- 

(ктр өзц प्रभाणम । 
लोकिफेवाक्य _ — 

ीकिकत्त्वाप्तोंक प्रमाणम | अन्यदप्रमाणम्‌ ॥ 
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शाब्द ज्ञान म“ 
वाक्यार्थज्ञान शाब्दज्ञान | «7 शब्द | 


अयथाथोनुभवमेदाः 


अयथार्थानुभवमेदा$-¬ 

अयथाथानुमवस्तिविच सशय विपर्यय तरक भेदात्‌ । 
सराय 

एकस्मिधार्माणि विरुद्धनानाधर्मवैशिष्टयशान सदाय । यथा स्थाणुवा 
पुरुषों वेति | 
विपर्ययः—- 

मिथ्याशञान विपयेय , यथा DAT इद रजतामिति i 
तर्काला 

व्याप्यारोपेण व्यापकारोपस्तक , वथा--यदि afe स्वातर्दि धूमोऽपि 
न स्यादिति । 


स्मृतिभेदा | 


स्मृतिमेदा-- 

स्मृतिरपि दिविधा--यपाथोऱ्यथार्था च । 
यथाथो-- 

प्रमाजन्या यथाथा । 
अयथाथा-— 


अत्रमागन्या MTA । 


इति атап नुद्धिनिर्षणम | 


तकेसंग्रह ( बुद्धिखण्ड ) 
eA अल॒वाद 
बुद्धि 


बदि ( यात्मा का ) गुण शान, जो कि सव тахт का हेत है, 
aia { четат) है । 

सुद्धि के मद--बुद्धि दो प्रकार की होती हे--स्मृति ओर अनुभव | 

स्मृुति--( पूवअनुमव के ) संस्कारमात्र से उत्पन्न हुए शान को 
स्मृति ara E i 

अनुमग--ह्मृति से अतिरिक्त शान अनुभत्र दै । 

अनुमव के दे। मेद--अनुमत दो प्रफार का -ययाप ओर अवधाय | 

यथाथ этиң ( प्रमा Ye अनुमव में, जो वस्तु जिस प्रकार की 
दो ae घेसी जानी ही जाए, बह अनुभव यथाध अनुमव है, जस--यह घडा 
है | उसके नाम एमा मी दे । 

ard aeui Pt प्रकार की वस्तु न हो उसका येसा शान शोना 
aramid дч है । uH सोप में सादी का शान । 

zzi area के xan अमुमय चार प्रकार वा होता दै-- 
gout, (+, उप्र्मित और ещ 

टन. XXL. उन छे करण भी चार EO пе, अनुमान, उपमान 
MIT ta 


कारण 
атт матчи कारण का नाम ECT हैं a 
बहन अनस्यपातिद्ध होते ge) आओ. aep and बारव के 
sew होने के पूरे बठमान शोती है see) उस कार्य ढा कारण वरते E: 
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काम---अपने snp (उत्पन्नहोने के पूय «T अमाव) के 
प्रतियोगी ( विरोधक ) को कार्य कहते है । ( अर्थात्‌ जो बस्तु ЧЕЗ मौजूद 
न हो और अय उत्पन्न हो गई दो उसका नाम कार्य ©) 


कारण के भेद--कारण तीन प्रकार के ६--समयायी, असमवायी 
और निमित्त | 


аца कारण--समवायी कारण वदद दे जिसमें समवेत रहते हुये 
कार्य उत्पन्न होता दै--जैसे तागे कपडे के, और कपडा अपने रंग आदि 
गुणा का । 

असमवाये! कारण--असमवायी कारण बह कारण है जो स्वय समवायी 
न द्दा, किन्छु जिसके कार्य अथवा कारण के साथ एक ही वस्तु म॑ समवेत 
CE पर काय को उत्पत्ति होती हो--जैसे तार्गो का सयोग कपडे का, ओर 
ताग का रग SIS के रग का AAAI कारण दै | 


TRS 


fina कारण--द मे दोनों Haa जो कारण है उसको निमित्त wee 
€ जसे तुरी, चरखा आदि (“जार ) жт । 


करण та तीनो कारणों में से. Гү यार्थ का असाधारण 
( खास ) कारण हाउस वरण qt >, AG प्रत्यक्ष शान का कारण 
Say प्रमाण ? | 


समवाय 
WII MA TIT का नाम समवाव Vi ae अयुतविद्ध 
«еї में Паг et 
अयुन|सिद्ध-जिन दो वस्तुओं में से एक ऐसी हो कि जबतक यह 
नष्ट न हो जाए तबतक दूसरी के sys पर स्थित रहे, उसको अयुत 
[ez कहते ६ । जैसे अंवयवी और उसके мчач, गुंगी और उसके 


राण, क्रियावान्‌ और उसकी विवा, जाति ओर car, नित्बद्रव्य भोर 
उसकी विशेषता । 
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मक्‌ 


प्रयक्ू-दन्द्रिय और विषय के सन्निकर्ष से उत्पन्न eat शान 
प्रस्यक्ष दे । 


TAA їн के मद--प्रलक्ष हान दो प्रकार का होता है, निर्बि- 
कल्पक और सर्विकल्पक | 


Бях प्रदाइ--वह आन जिसमें यह a man पढ़े कि чє 
कया है निडिकस्मक Pi जैसे- यह а है! | 

дала» प्रत्यघू--वदह हान ud यह मादस रहे कि Чы कया 
है айгыст® कदलाता eo Hom आझण हे, uz काला EO 


CABS ६ भद-प्रत्यध Ma का Ed इन्द्रय आर fat का 
ARITI g ЧЕКТ दे--१ संयोग, X संयुक्तसमवाय, हे भयुक्तसमवत- 
समवाय, Y समवाय, ५ समवेतसमवाय, = विशेषज्ञविद्येष्यमाव ! 

алуа से घटे ат цер जान दोने में संयोग sy E! 

संयक्मभंदाय---धरटे क. रङ्ग का प्रत्यक्ष Wa होने म सथुन्तसमंवाज 
Huey है, क्योंकि भार से संयुक्त we के साथ रह का समवाय 
सम्बन्ध दे ! 

संयुक्ममबेतममजाय शङ्ख का सामान्यरूप जानने वाल ШЧ й 
нчачячачичіч BET है, क्‍योंकि आसा से सगुन wi में उसका 
гт समवेत दे और ZH TT क साथ सामान्य CE का समवाय 
सम्बन्ध दे । 


HAE द्वारा शब्द (CAD) का प्रत्यक्ष हान मे пят 
Bae इ, क्यो कान के मीतर St आकाश ६ खाराठी ane) Ф बही 
лч है भार दाम्द साराधाका शाण होते के कारण दाम्द आर GUT 
में समवाय HU E 
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समवेतसमवद--दाब्दत्व (शाब्द का गुण ) के साक्षात्कार करने में 
सयचेतसमयाय Wins: दवै । क्योंकि शब्दच्य का शब्द के साथ ' समवाय 
सम्बन्ध है और शब्द का कान के सांध । 

विशेषणविद्येष्यभाव--अमाव का प्रत्यक्ष ज्ञान होने मे विशेषण- 
विशेष्यमाव समिकर्ष दे | पृथ्वीतल पर घडे का अभाव है, ऐसा ज्ञान तब 
होता है जब कि घडे का अभाव उस पृथ्वी तळ का विशेषण हो जो फि 
आख से нах Rd 


प्रदधु-- इस प्रयार से ६ SAT द्वारा ШЕ शान अत्यक्ष ज्ञान दै । 


एत्य क! करण--प्रत्यक्ष का करण इन्द्रिय दै । इसलिये xr दो 
प्रत्यक्ष प्रमाण ( प्रमा का करण ) है यह सिद्ध हुआ | 


अनुमान 
अनुमान--अनुमिति वा करण अनुमान दै t 
MAAN परामर्श से उत्पन हुआ ज्ञान अनुमिति हे ! 
परामेश--व्याति सहित VITA का शान परामझ दे--जिस यह ज्ञान 
कि इस पर्वत पर उस प्रकार वा чап दिखाई देता दे जो अग्नि से व्याप्य 
(साथ मौजूद र्ने वाला ) है । इससे उत्पन्न हुआ यदद हान कि पर्वत पर 
आग दे, अनुमिति है । ' 
ERTZ wet घुआ है वदा वदां आग दे इस प्रकार के साइचये 
(साथ साथ रहने ) के नियम का नाम व्याति ЕЁ! 
чадаг (PHA नस्तु के साथ कोड दूसरा did सदा हो 
रहती दो) का पर्यंत आदि किसी स्थान पर वर्तमान होना tradar 
कडलाता ! 
अनुमान के मद--अनुमान दो प्रदार का होता दे--स्वाथ ( असने 
लिये ) ओर पराथ ( दुसरे को समताने घे लिय )। 
2 
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74 अनुमान--अपनी agate का देतु स्वार्थ अनुमान दे । जैसे 
कोई मनुष्य चाके आदि स्थानों में बार बार धुर और अभि को साथ साथ 
देखकर इस निश्चय को чеч कर क्रि--जहा जदा घुआ ई аст аст em 
मी है--एक पर्वत के समीप чеч कर बहा पर घुआ उठता हुआ देख 
कर इस व्यानि को याद करे और उस स्मरण के कारण उसे यद ज्ञान दो 
जाय कि वहा पर आगं $a इसका नौम टरिज्ञपरामर्ग ©! उस leg 
परामर से ही यइ शान उत्पन्न दुआ कि 99 पर आग दे | इसका नाम 
स्वार्थ अनुमान 2 । 

SABA अपने आप Чы छे अभि का अजुमान करके 
कोई आदमी दूसरे को समझाने के लिये पाञ्च अवयव वाक्यों का प्रयोग 
करता है SAR परार्थ अनुमान कहते टॅ 980—949 पर भाग दे, क्योंकि 
बद्दा पर YH हैं जदा जदा घुआ वहा वहा आग है, जैसे कि चोके में 
यहा पर भी wat ही होना चाइ) इरालिवि यहा पर मी oum! 
faq के इस प्रकार के प्रतियादन से दूसरा व्यक्ति भी чїє पर आय, रोने 
का अनुमान कर सकता दे । 

चाच अतयई--प्रतिज्ञा, देत, उदाइरण, उपनय alt निगमन, ये पाँच 
अवयव E पर्वन पर आग है eur प्रतिज्ञा टे । बदा पर धुआ होने फी 
वजह से uz दतु दे। नदा जहां घुम है, वहां बदा आ दै, जैसे कि 
` चैके Hae उदाइरण है । यद्दा मी वैसा दी दवा है--यह उपनय 2a 
इसलिये यहा पर आग दै- यद निगमन हें | 

чихат अनामिति और पराथ अनुमिति दोनो काही 
fexus करण दे इसलिये रिङ्गपरामझे ही का नाम अनुमान दे । 

Gz के पोन प्रकाई--लिड्ट तीन धवार बा दे--सम्बयव्यतिरेकी, केवलान्वदी 
मौर केवलन्मतिरेवी | 

अन्दवच्यदिरकी -- अन्ववब्यातिरन्यी लिङ्ग उसका कहते Е, Pras 
साथ अन्दय कोर व्यतिरेक दोनों ही प्रकार ढी vana दो ad-an पर 
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आग दा होना साध्य दो वहा HV का भौचूद Hari जहा पर gore 
बहा पर आग हे, At चौके में--यह अन्वय व्याति Bi जहा पर आग नहीं 
है, वहा पर धुआ मौ नहीं है, जैसे जलाशय में--यह च्यतिरेक व्याति Ж! 


аатта Гн लिङ्क के साथ Se अन्वय व्याति हो, वह केव- 
लान्वयी लिङ्ग कइलाता ы! जसे-घट अभिधय (जिसका कोर्ट नाम हो 
सके ) है, क्योंकि बह प्रमेय {ज्ञान का чча} 2, जसे पट। यहा पर 
(awe यह अन्वय cafe ही है कि जो जो प्रमेय है वद ae en 
मी इ ) व्यतिरेक व्याप्ति नहीं हो सकती क्योंकि सब पदार्थ प्रमेय और 
aia दोनो ही ई। कोई ऐसा उदाहरण नहीं 8 ओ प्रमेय अथवा 
आभिधय न Є л 
केवरन्यतिरेकी--जिस feat साथ केवल व्यतिरेक cant ही हो 
( अन्वय न्याति Zr) उसका नाम केवल्व्यतिरवी fem दे । जसे--पृथ्वी 
और we ( जळ, अभि, वायु, आकादा ) से भिन दे, क्योकि इसका गुण 
गन्ध दे । जो HEU भिन नहीं वदद गन्ववाला मी नहीं, edu rm 
पर इस प्रकार की आमन्वयव्याति कि -- जो जो गन्ध वाला है वह वह औरों से 
भिन्न 2—adi मिल सकती क्योकि чей के अतिरेक और कोई इस 
— QA rame दी नहीं है। केवल чий तत्त्व दी ऐसा है जिसका 
गुण गध दे । 


wg—-ea किसी साध्य ( अनुमान द्वारा सिद्ध वी जानेवारी 
qui) होने का सन्दे हो बढ पक्ष दै । जैसे-पर्वत, जहा पर कि-- ус के 
чаша इने से अम्रि के होने का सन्देद होता दे । 


सपक्ष--जदां पर साध्य वस्तु का परमान होना निश्चित हो ae 
रापक्ष है, अते--चौया | 


бча पर साध्य का मौजूद न होना निश्चित हे ах विपक्ष है, 
जमे-जलादाय | 
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gem 
पांच हेत्यामास--सव्यमिचार, विरुद्ध, सत््तिपक्ष, असिद्ध और 
बाधित-- ये dis देत्वामास दें । 


सव्बमिचार~अनेकान्तिक (जो कि अपने साध्य के साथ दी सर्वदा 
чана नरहे) हेतु का नाम सव्यभिचार दे । 


सर्व्यामचार के मद--सब्यामिचार तीन प्रकार का ई-्साधारण, अठा- 
घारण ओर अनुपसंदारी | 

साधरए--वह देतु जो कि अपने द्वारा साध्य वस्तु के अमाव के 
रथान म भी मौजूद रहे, — Ga पर साम हे, क्‍योंकि पवत ज्ञान को 
विषयः है । यहा पर जो हतु--झान का विपय हीोना-दै uz ती uci पर 
भी मोजूद होता दै जद्दा पर आग नही होती, dà कि जलाशय । 

असाधारण — 29 जो किसी मी सपक्ष या विपक्ष वस्तु में वर्तमान 
4 हो, केवळ qu में ही हो--असाधारण कद्दलाता है | जैसे--इाम्द निय 
है क्योकि उसमें еса दै । रान्दत्व तो केवल ga में होता है, और 
किसी मी नित्य अथवा अनित्य чет में नहीं होता । 

अनुपमहारी--अनुपसदारी qz देतु हैं जिसके ач न कोई अन्वय 
тла हो और न कोई व्यतिरेक का, जैसे-सत्र कुछ अनित्य हैं “प्रमेय 
aa’ के कारण । यदा पर 'सब ж पक्ष होने की वजइ से कोई सपक्ष 
ant विपक्ष दृष्टान्त नहीं मिल सकता । 

бае हेतु के साथ उसके साध्य का अभाव हो वद देतु 
fee कददलाता È नेसे--दाब्द नित्य है क्योंकि ag उत्पन्न होता दे । 
नो जो पैदा дат 2 ag वढ प्रत्येक अनित्य दे । इसलिये पैदा होते बाला 
Ит नईी दो सकता | 

сеен हेतु цыш में एक दूसरा ऐसा देव quu 
हो को कि उसके тор अभाव को सिद्ध करता हो, उसे सम्प्रति 
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कहते हैं । जैस-श द नित्य है सुने जाने के कारण, और शब्द अनित्त्य दे, 
Wald Te कार्य है, जेसे--घट । 

असिद्ध क dM маа हेतु तीन प्रकार का होता है--आश्रया- 
सिद्ध, स्वरूपासिद्ध ओर व्याप्यत्वासिद्ध । 


आश्रयासिद्ध---आश्रयवासिद्ध का उदाइरण यह E— आकादा - कमळ 
सुगन्ध वाला दे, क्योकि ae कमळ है, जसे तालाब का कमल ! यहा पर 
STI कमल अनुमान का आश्रय हे । वह स्वय वर्चमान नहीं दे । 

स्ठरूपासिद्ध--स्वरुपासिद्ध देतु का उदाहरण यह है--शब्द गुण है, 
क्योकि बह्‌ आखो द्वारा दिखाई पडता दे! यद्दा पर 295 में आख हाय 
दिखाई देने का गुण ही नहीं दे क्योकि शब्द तो कान से सुनाइ देने वाली 
वस्तु हैं, आख से दिखाई देने वाली नहीं E! 

व्याप्यस्वांसिडू--उपाधियुक्त हेतु का नाम व्याप्यत्वासिद्ध हे । 

रपाधि---जो साध्य का व्यापक हों परन्तु साधन का व्यापक न हो 
उसे उपाधि कहते ई । साध्य के अत्यन्त अभाव का प्रतियोगी दोना साध्य 
का व्यापक होना है । साधन के साथ साध्य के अमाव WT Teal साधन का 
अव्यायर्क होना RIK हैत इस अनुमान में कि--पर्वत पर घुमा है 
а यहा पर आग हे, whe Faq का सयोग उपाथि हे । जहा धुआ 
है बदा गीळे इंधन का सयोग है--यद साध्यण्यापकता 2! जदा अभि है 
बहा गॉल ईंधन का सयोग नहीं है, जैसे-लेदे के गोले में गीले इधन का 
सयोग नहीं दै->यद् साधन की अव्यापकता दे । इसलिये साध्य के साथ 
ब्यापक होने पर सांघन के साथ व्यापक न होने से गीले इंधन का सयोग 
उपाधि gerdi Eg उपाधि के सहित होने पर ЭНИ का हीना सिद्ध करने- 
वाला हेतु सोपाधिक है । 

याचित - तिस हेतु के सातय का अभाव GUY प्रमाण से निश्चयतया 
सिद्ध दै ак देतु बाधित कहत्तता हैं । जैसे--आंग * गरम नहीं? हे, कयो 
कि यह द्रव्य दे । यहां पर maa фп! साध्य है। उसका अभाव 
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( गरम होना у स्पश द्वारा meu ज्ञान से सिद्ध है । इसलिये इस uUa 
को सिद्ध करने के लिये दिया गया देतु बाधित दै ‹ 


'उपपाच 


SOA उप भिति का करण उपमान e 


उपभिति--किसी नाम के उस नामवाली बस्तु से सम्बन्ध के ज्ञान को 
उपामिति कहते ईँ । उसका करण साहदयज्ञान है । पदिले सुने cU विश्वस्त 
पुरुष के वाक्य के अर्थ का स्मरण भी इसमें कारण होता है । नेसे-- किसी 
मनुष्य ने यह जानना ae कि गवय शब्द का क्ष्या अथ Fi उसने 
frei वन में रहनेवाले पुरुष से मुना एकि गवय गो के सदश होता है। जग 
बह वन में गया ओर उस वाक्य को स्मरण रखते हये उसने एक पेसे पु को 
देखा भो गो क wea था йг उसको यह ज्ञान होगया कि बढ गवय d 
इस हान का नाम उपमिति हूँ । 


UM 


дех әпи ( विश्वस्त ) पुरुष के वाक्य को शब्द wid है । 

आछए--य ПЯ BEANS को आस कहते EO 

дна--9 के समूह का नाम वाक्य दे ? जैसे-- गो को लाओ । 

चुदइ---जिछमें (अर्थ के प्रसादा करने की ) दाफि हो उसे पद 
age हे t 

दाफि-- ईश्वर का यह dra रि~इस (ЧЕ) से यदद अर्थ ашп 
बायगा AIH कइलाती Ft 


джа के कीने $ देतु आउाशा, योग्यता ओर efa arra के 
end जानने के RT हैं । 


23 


आकांधा--दूसरे शब्द के उच्चारण हुये बिना जब किसी शब्द का 
भमिप्राय suu में न आवये--इस प्रकार का किसी वाक्य के पदों 
का सम्बन्ध आकाक्षा «седат दै । 
मोम्यत-अथ का बाघ я होना योग्यता हे । 


सल्तिधि--यर्दों का बिना विलंब के उच्चारण un दे! 


MTN эг आदि से रहित वाकय अप्रमाण दे ( प्रमाण 
яй होता )। जेसे ' गो अश्च पुरष БЕН! ऐसा वाक्य, आक्षा रादि त 
होने से, प्रमाण नहीं है!“ अप्रि से सींचो '--यइड वाकय योग्यतां के न 
हनि के कारण प्रमाण नही |  गौ-- को~श्ाओ ? यह बावय प्रमाण 
नहीं दोगा, यादि इसके पद एक एक पहर के पछि उच्चारण किसे аг 
क्योंकि सन्निधि वा अभाव होजायगा! । ` 

аша के झेद--वाक्य दो प्रकार Е लोकिके और वैदिक । 

वैदिक इफ़्य--बेदिक वाक्य प्रमाण हैं, क्योंकि थे ईश्वर के कदे हुए 
E 

सकिक याइय--लाकिक वाक्य वे ही प्रमाण हे, जो कि आन पुरुषों 
के वाकय SF) अन्य वाक्य प्रमाण IDEO | 

दब्दज्ञान--वाक्य के अर्थ का ज्ञाने झब्द ज्ञान है। उसका करण 
жет?! 


अयधायोनुमव 


अयथार्थ अनुभव के We way अतुभव तीन प्रकार के हैं-- 
सेदाय, विपयेय और तक d 

सशय--जिस जान मे एक ही че में नाना Prez wal का मौजूद 
रोना मादरम पड़े ag सशय है। जैसे Sag थम्मा दे अथया पुरुष ११ । 
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विपयेय--मिथ्या ज्ञान का नाम विपयेय है असे--याक्ते ( सीप ) में 
चांदी का जान । 

तऊई--व्याप्य के द्वारा व्यापक की सिद्धि करने का नाम ар! मिसेस 
यादे आग न दो तो घुआ मी नदीं होना चादिये। 


=ч 


स्मात क 'मद--स्मृति मी दो प्रकार की anh और en 
थाय ॥ 


अथार्थ AANI से उत्पन्न हुई स्मृति यथायं a 


अयथार्थ स्मृति--भप्रमा ( аччу अनुभव ) से उत्पन्न हुई ed 
अयथार्थ दे | 


TRANSLATION OF THE TEXT OF 
TARKASANGRAHA 
DEALING WITH KNOWLEDGE 


KNOWLEDGE 
Knowledge is the cognition (a quality of the soul) which 


ya the cause of all our activines {social intercourse) It 25 of 
two kinds, Remembrances and Experience Remembrance їз 
the knowledge produced from mental Impressions {of the 
past expenence) alone Knowledge other than remembrance їз 
Experience 


EXPERIENCE 


It (Experience) is of two kmds, згра and vald The 
valid (experience) ts that which reveals the attributes possessed 
by the object It is called Proma, the mvald {false} one 3५ 
that experience of an object which reveals attributes not pos 
sessed by the object eg, knowledge of silver m a conch shell 


KINDS OF LAPERIENCE 


Vald experience ts of four kinds Percept (perceptual 
knowledge}, Inference, knowledge acquired through Compari 
son and knowledge got through Verbal Testimony The in 
dispensable means {instruments} of these are also four, namely, 
Perception, [nference, Comparison and Languaze 


THE INSTRUMENT 


An instrument is a cause which is peculiar {to the effect}. 


ы: 
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(akaía) and the quality Js inherent in the qualified. “һе 
тепсе In the inherent’ is the contact in perceiving the generic 
nature of sound, as the genus of sound उव inherent in the sound 
which is inherent in the organ of bearing. "The relation of 
the qualification with that which is qualified’ ıs the contact 
in the perception of non-existence, as the non-existence of 2 
jar is a qualification of a place in contact with the eye when- 
ever a place is devoid of a jar. The knowledge thus produced 
from the sixfold contact зз perception. Из peculiar cause 
is the sense-organ 
INFERENCE 

Inference Js the pecubar cause of Inferential knowledge. 
Inferential knowledge is the knowledge that arises from Con- 
sideration (Parzmaría), Consideration is the knowledge of 
a Reason as qualified by an Invariable Concomitance, as for 
instance, the knowledge that this mountain has the smoke 
which xs invamably accompanied by fire is a Consideration, 
while the knowledge born of it, that the mountain has fire, is 
inferential knowledge. The Invariable Concomitance із the 
certainty of accompaniment that wherever there is smoke there 
is hre The existence of an invariably concomutant thing on 
an object bke a mountain makes 3t a pakia (minor term). 


TWO KINDS OF INFERENCE. 


Inference +s of two kinds.—that ‘for onesel and that 
‘for another’ СИ these, the former is the source of one’s own 
inferential knowledge. Eg. When a man haying himself 
formed by repeated observation the generalisation that where 
there is smoke there is fire, as in a kitchen, happens to go to 
a mountan, and seeing smoke on the mountain, and suspert- 
ing fire thereon, remembers the generalisation, wherever there 


is smoke there is fire. Then the knowledge 29 produced that 
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the mountain has smoke accompamed by fire This ss called 
Consideration Thence arises the imference, namely, the 
Lnowledge that the mountain has fire This ७ ‘the inference 
for oneself’ When, however, after haying inferred fire from 
smoke oneself, one employs a five membered syllogism to 
convince another person, is an ‘inference for another Eg, 
“The mountain has fire, because it has smoke, wherever there 
33 smoke, there १५ fire, аз m а kitchen, such 5 the case here, 
hence there is fire here’ By ths means even another man 
comes to know the existence of fire from a sign thus inter- 
preted 


JHE FIVE MEMBERS OF INFERENCE 


The five members are —Proposition, Reason, Example, 
Application and Conclusion ‘The mountain has fire’,—this 
їз а Proposition “Because it has smoke’—-this is the Reason 
"Wherever there ıs smoke, there is fire, as in the kitchen’,-— 
this is an Example ‘Here at is like this’,--this is Application 
“Therefore it 25 so',—this as the Conclusion 


CONSIDERATION 


Consideration of the sign (smoke m the example) is 
alone the cause of both kinds of inference, namely, that for 
oneself and that for another Hence consideration Is (really) 
the inference 

The Sign (the mark of the presence of the inferred object} 
зз of three kinds. 4 the Positive negative, 2, the Purely Posi 
uve, and 3 the Purely Nezatwwe That which pervades (the 
thing to be proved) both positively and negatively їз positive- 
negative, as for example, the presence of smoke when fire १५ 
to be proved to be existing im some place ‘Where there is 
smoke, there is fire аз in a kitchen" 43 a positive concomut 
ance “Where there ७ по fire, there 3 no smoke, аз in а lake’ 
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ig а megative concomutance, A purely positive sign is that 
which is connected with a positive concomitance only, €-£» 
‘a pot is mameable because it is knowable like a cloth’ Here 
there is no negative сопсопшапсе of nameability and hsoWa- 
bility possible, as all things are knowable and nameable- A 
purely negative sign is that which is connected with a negative 
ccncomutance only, eg. ‘earth differs from other elements 
because м has smell, that which does not so differ hes n? 
smell, as water; this rs not like it, and hence it ts not so’ Here 
there is no positive instance (of any thing} that has smell 
but differs from others, because earth (which is the only 
element having smell) is the subject of the inference, 


THE SUBIECT (MINOR TERM} 


A subject (munar term} ts that where the thing to be 
proved (major term) उड suspected, as ‘the mountain’ (in the 
example) when the presence of smoke rs the sign (the middle 
term} 


THE SIMILAR INSTANCE 
A similar tnetance ४६ that where the thing to be proved 
i» already ascertatned to be present, as a ‘kitchen’ im Ше 
examrle. 
THE CONTRARY INSTANCE 


A contrary instance is that where the absence of the 
Wang to be proved is already asceriained, as "a lake" in the 
example 


FALLACIOUS REASONS 


There are five Fallacious Reasons, namely, 3. the Discre- 
pant, 2 the Contradictory, 3. the Counter-balanced, 4 the 
Unproved, and 5. The Absurd. 
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THE UNPROVED REASON 


The unproved reason is of three kinds, namely, l ont 
having a non-existent subject, 2 one that is non-existent itself 
and 3. one resting on an unestablshed concomitance, An 
example of the unproved reason having а non-existent subject 
is: ‘A sky-Jotus rs fragrant, because it is a lotus, hike a lotus 
in a lake’ Here the 'sky-lotus' їз the subject but it has ne 
existence af all. Án example of a non-existent reason is ths 
‘sound та a quality because tt ए visible" Sound is not at all 
viable; it is audible, An unestablished concomitance is one 
which а= conditional or limited in its scope. A Condition or 
Linutation पफ that which pervades the thing to be proved, but 
із not pervaded by the reason. Pervasion of the thing to be 
proved means not having its non-esstence co-existent with 
itself; while non-pervasion by the reason means having its 
non-existence co-existing with the reason In the generalisation 
‘the mountain has smoke because it has fire, contact with wet 
fuel їз the ‘condition or Dmitation. For instance, ‘wherever 
there i» smoke there ts contact with wet fuel’ “Wherever 
there is fire, there з no contact with wet fuel, eg, there as 
no contact of wet fuel with an iron ball Thus ‘wet fuel’ is 
the condition because it pervades the thing to be proved and 
it i3 not pervaded by the reason, The presence of fire im 
the example is an unproved reason owing to the condition 


THE ABSURD REASON 


its negation ts hotness which उ cognised Һу the touch percep- 

tion. Hence के Is absurd to prove otherwise 

itis a substance’, Here coldness эз the thing to be proved, and 
A reason is absurd where the negation of the thing to be 

proved is established by another proof, ez, ‘Gre is cold s 
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COMPARISON 


Compan<on is the peculiar cause of the knowledge born 
of similanty This kind of knowledge has for its object the 
connechion of a name with the object denoted by ih know 
ledge of «milanty is its ummediate cause Remembrance of 
the direction given by a reliable person is also a necessary 
activity For example, A man has heard the name garaya 
but does not Anow the object called by that name He hears 
from a forester that a gereyao ४५ similar to a cow, and goes 
to the forest, where he «ees an animal like a cow Then he 
comes lo know that the animal i$ what з called garaye This 
пом ейге з the Lnowledze born of the perception of simi 
larity 


THE WORD 


The Word is a sentence spoken by an authonty An 
Áuthonty १७ a person who «peaks the truth A Sentence ts 
a group of words (having a meaning) A word ts that which 
has the power of expressing meaning The power is a con 


vention made by God that certain words will have certain 
sense. 


CONDITIONS OF THE MEANINGFULNESS OF 
A SENTENCE 


Expectancy, Compatibility and Juxtaposition аге the con 
ditions of the knowledge of the meamng of a sentence. Ex 
pectanty is the absence of the inability of a word to convey 
the meaning of a «entence on account of the absence of «some 
other word | Compatibility i$ the nen-contradiction of the 
tense, Juxtano ituon is Consecutive utterance of words, A 
sentence devo of expectancy, etc, 33 unauthontative For 
exarspie, (the collection of urconnected) words, bor», cow, 

: 
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man, elephant, аге not authoritative, beinz devoid of етрес- 
tency; the sentence, ‘sprinkle with fire’ із unauthoritative for - 
rant of compatibility; — Word.—"Bring'...... ‘a’. .०००८ 
‘cow’, pronounced at long intervals are not authoritative owing 
te want of jJuxtzposihon, 
THE SENTENCE 

A sentence is of two kinds, Senptural and Secular; the 
Scnptural sentence, being uttered by God, is always authori- 
talne, while a secular sentence is authoritative only when 
pronounced by a reliable person. Other sentences are not 
authoritative. 


THE YERBAL KNOWLEDGE 


Verbal knowledge means the knowiedze of the meaning 
of a sentence; ils pecuhar canse is the Word (sentence of an 
authority}. 


THE INVALID EXPERIENCE 


The invalid experience ius of three hinds, namely, Doubt, 
Error and False Assumption. Doubt is the apprehension of 
contrary atinbutes in one and the same object, e Е, ‘Is at в 
pott or a шап?” Error is false knowledge, as the experience 
of silver in a conch.ahell, Fale Assumption os the 4 wrong) 
deduction of the major term by the (wrong) a*sumption of 
a middie term, as “if there be no fire, there would be no 
smoke", 


HEMEMBRANCE 


Tiemembrance is also of two kinds valid and invalid: 


the one arising from valid experience ts valid, that arising 
from invahd experience is tnvalid. 


THE ELEMENTS OF INDIAN LOGIC 
CHAPTER I 
KNOWLEDGE (Вий) 


The logmal portions of the Nyaya and Vaneska systems 
of philosophy deal with Buddh: (knowledge) and ms various 
forms The term Buddhı has been used in various senses in 
Indian philosophy (l} the act of knowing or understanding, 
(2) the instrument with which we know, е, intellect, and 
(3) the result or product of the knowing process, те, know 
ledge The philosophers of the Nyiya and Vamsesika schools 
use the word in the last sense It 35 defined эп Tarkasangraha 
as "The Cognition on which all our activines (particularly 
the social intercourse) are based’ Knowledge in fact i3 pre 
supposed by all our actives All cognition, however, їз not 
the basis or necessary condition of activities. Indetermmate 
perception (nirvikalpala pratyaksa) for exemple, cannot he 
regarded such a cognition on which our practical life or 
social Intercourse з based But we cannot deny that indeter 
minate perception is also а kind of knowledge It за admitted 
by all systems of Indian philosophy as a kind of knowledge 
Hence the above definition of knowledge fbuddhz) is too 
narrow The author of Tarkasansreha himself, therefore, 
proposed another and a more general defimtion of knowledge 
in hs Tatizadiptha, namely, that "knowledge 33 awareness 
which z expressed in the language | Апош”. In fact cognition 
of awareness із а sui generis fact of our nature and hence tbe 
summum genus of ats own kind, and so cannot be logically 
defined Jt can only þe felt antrospectively And we all know 
what knowledge зз without being able to define it 
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The NyZya-Vaifeska thinkers regard knowledge as 2 
quality of the вош (Aiman) which is the real knower (jnabi). 


KINDS OF ENOWLEDGE 

Knowledge is of two kinds, namely, (]} Remembrance 
(sri) and (2) Experience (anubhava), Remembrance 38 
the knowledge based on the impressions of the past experience, 
зе, on memory traces. Experience (anubhava) аз all know- 
ledge other than remembrance. It is a name given to all 
knowledge that is newly acquired. and i$ not merely due to 
Memory 

TWO KINDS OF EXPERIENCE 

Experience ॥३ of two kinds, namely, (2) Vald /¥e- 
thdriha) and (2) Invalid fajyethartha) <A valid experience 
fyotharthanubhave), usually called Prams m logical literature, 
is that mi which an object ig known as possessing attributes 
which it really possesses, eg, to know an animal as horse 
when п reality it is а horse з to have valid experience Án 
invahd experience (ayathirthanubhava) which эз also called 
aprama or bhrama, is that in which an object is known аз 
having those attributes which и does not have in reality For 
example, ta know an animal аз an ass, mule or cow when In 
reality it is a horse ts to have ayatharthanubhava In other 
words the contents of valid knowledge correspond with the 
attributes of the objects of knowledge, whereas those of the 
invalid knowledge do not This theory of the truth of know- 
ledge їз called the ‘copy theory” or ‘correspondence theory’ 
in the Western philosophy 
CONSCIOUSNESS OF THE VALIDITY OF KNOWLEDGE 

The division of Experience into valid f pramaJ and invalid 


fapramó) rares a very interesting. and important problem 
which has been di-cussed at length in Indian philosophy, and 
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on which opimon has widely differed The problem is How 
and when do we actually know whether a particular experience 
25 valid or invalid? According to the Sankhya school of 
thought, both the truth and falsity (validity and invalidity) 
of an experience are known intuitively, according to the Natya 
yikas both the truth and falsity of an experience are known 
by independent evidence, and therefore, cannot be presumed 
until proved This view їз called the doctrine of parata 
pramanya (vahdity depending upon other grounds than mérely 
the experience of knowledge) According to the Buddhists 
an ғхререпсе is prima jacie false, but may be regarded as 
true only if proved to be so by independent evidence The 
Mimamsakas and the Va&danti-ts regard every experience as 
such, as vahd Jt may, however, be regarded as false when 
later on it turns out to be so, or when it is contradicted by 
another subsequent experience ‘This view is called the doc 
trine of svatah pramanya (self validity of knowiedge) 


The mam contest hes between the doctrines of self validity 
{svatah pramanya? and denved validity (perateh pramenya) 
of knowledge, held by the Mimamsakas and the Naryaykas 
respectively The Mimamsakas say that at the very moment 
when some experience arises IN us, and by the same causes 
which give nse to the experience, consciousness of sts being 
vahd also anses [tis evident from the fact that every exper 
rience prompts us to some activity A man who happens to 
experience a snake where зп reality there зз only a rope, runs 
out of fear, and a man who perceives silver where there is 
only a prece of shell, tries to pick it ap Sense of validity 
thus accompanies even those expenences which are later on 
realised to be false Moreover, її as not objects or facts as 
sech that establish the validity or invalidity of knowledge, but 
the subsequent and repeated knowledge of these facts which 
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maintains or sublates the previous knowledge. Further, ac" 
cording to the Mimimsakas, knowledge, as such, is never 
invahd; it is always valid, when it qs erroneous, м 25 partial 
or is determined by some unusual and extraneous interference. 
The Naiyiyikas, on the other hand, say that truth or falsity 
is not an attribute of knowledge as such. It does not accom- 
pany knowledge, Jt arises from other circumstances than 
those which give rise ta knowledge. If our activity based on 
a parücular expenence is fruitful or successful, then the 
experience is regarded as valid, if it is otherwise, then the 
experience 5 regarded as invalid For example, the perception 
af a river in a sandy stretch of land by itself i- neither true 
nor false until it is tested by actually going to the place where 
It is being pereenved Every experience, thus, व valid or 
invalid, not immediately when it occurs, bur after its pragmatic 
verification. Moreover, uf the self-validity of every experience 
एफ accepted, there would be no illusory knowledge But we 
all know that some of our experiences turn out to be mere 
Winstons, when tested pragmanealy The experience of a 
river on a sandy desert turns out to be a mirage only when 
the thirsty traveller fails to find water therein 


An mnunparial consideration of the problem based on 
psychological evidence goes, it may be pointed out here, in 
favour of the Mirimsakas. Esery experience rm ipso facto 
beheved to be real. lt ix eo tn cases of true experience, of 
etperiences that turn out to be illusery later on, and of 
dreams Dream-experiences and sllusions are believed as 
true when thes actually occur Doubt crerps into them only 
when thev do not cohrre and aeree with other more lasting 
ond more numerous expenenres As long as an experience 
з not contradicted by another experience, и» validity उऊ never 
questioned П із questioned and overthrown only because its 
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rival has it in greater degree So, ultimately, the sense of 
vahdity accompanies every experience at the moment of its 
occurrence The Buddhishe view that all experience is prima- 
facie false has no psychological foundation Falsity of an 
experience is not felt at the time of its occurrence It ss 
realised later on when the experience is contradicted by other 
experiences 


TWO KINDS OF KNOWLEDGE BASED ON MEMORY 


Remembrance {тиин} may also be valid or invalid 
The former उड that which is based on the Impressions of valid 
experience and the latter arises from invalid experience The 
truth or falsity of remembrance, thus, depends upon the 
truth or falsity of the experience remembered It js so be- 
cause the test of truth of all knowledge according to the Nat 
yayikas ts objective correspondence 


SUB DIVISIONS OF (VALID) EXPERIENCE 


Valid experience may be divided into two main kinds, 
namely, Direct (Pratyaxst} and Indirect (Parokia) Direct 
expenence ia the knowledge of an object got through the 
direct apprehension of it with one’s own senses, while Indirect 
experience 3$ the knowledge of an object acquired through 
other means than the actual perception. of n 


Direct experience ijs of two lands, namely, internal or 
introspective (anlara) and external (fakya) The internal 
direct experience is the knowledge of the states of one’s own 
rund gamed through the mind (manas) which 38 the internal 
sense (untara indrtya} For example, the knowledge of one's 
own pleasure pain, anger, fear, hunger and thirst еіс The 
external direct percep ton is got through the agency af the 
external sense organs, namely, ears, nose, eyes, tongue and 
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skin. These gie us the knowledge of sound, smell, form, 


teste and tactile qualities (heat, cold, roughness, smoothness} 
of objects. 


The Indirect experience is of several kinds according 
to the means through which it उ acquired. Philosophers in 
India have greatly differed with regard to the number of the 
proper means through which indirect knowledge of objects 25 
acquired Hence there 33 also difference of opinion. with re- 
рага to the number of the kinds of indirect expenence The 
Chirwikas (Indian Materialists) totally deny Ше possibilty 
of indirect knowledge. The only knowledge that 25 possible 
according to thems is the direct sense-knowledge (pratyakía). 
The Boddhista and the Vaiíesikas admit the indirect know- 
fedre through the process of inference (anumui) The 
Sankhyas and the Jainas admit зп addition to these two 
(pratyalía and апитип) a third kind of knowledge, which 
is indirect, namely, that which is got through the words of 
some reliable authonty (íabda). fn addrtion to these three 
kinds of knowledge fpratyahía, anumit and fabda) the Na- 
iyaytkas admit another kind of indirect knowledge, namely, 
‚рати: which we have through the recognition of similarity 
or resemblance (Upamina) between two objects, one of which 
was not known previously. Thus according to the Naiydykas 
over and above the two hinds of direct experience, there ате 
three kinds of indirect experience, viz, Anumit: (inferential), 
Shábda taequired from the words of a trustworthy autho- 
rity) and рати: (which we have through the similarity of 
the previously unknown with some already known object). 


The Mimàmsakas admit a fifth source of experience (new 
knowledge), namely necessary presupposttion  (arthapatti 
By it they mean an assutmption of some unknown fact without 
which some known fact cannot be possible It js very much 
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similar to what the Inductive logicrans of the West call hypo- 
thesis The Mimamsakas, therefore, in addition. to the four 
kinds of indirect knowledge, admit also a fifth kind of it, name 
ly, arthapattt, which is got by means of the necessary presup- 
position (valid hypothesis) Oxer and above these fire kinds of 
indirect knowledge, the Vedantists and some  Mirnamsakas 
admit also a sixth fond, namely, the knowledge of non-exis- 
tence of objects (anupalabdhs) We shall deal with the na 
ture of these kinds of knowledge and the means through 
which we acquire them sn details in the subsequent chapters 


It may, however, be noted here that modern Western 
logic admits only two sources of knowledge, viz, Perceplion 
and Inference Verbal testimony, haa ttle value, i£ it 25 not 
venfiable Upamana (Comparison) छ а kind of inference, 
ro ts arthapattr {hypothesis} The means of knowing the 
non-existence of any object may be perception or inference, 
as the case may be 


According to the Jaina thinkers (See Umaswats's Топ 
таг ыам ата нага} the division of knowledge is as follows 
I The Protyeksa (direct) Lnowledge is that which 35 acquired 
hy the soul directly without the intervention af the senses or 
any other external agence П The Parokia (indirect) 
knowledge is that which is acquired through external agencies 
bie the senses The Pratyakia knowledge includes three 
kinds of knowledge attained through yogte powers, namely, 
Avodhi — (clarvojance), | Manahparyiya telepathy) and 
Aerafa fomnmiscience) Arodhi (clairvoyance) зз the know 
ledge of things beyond the range of ordirary perception It 
а the knowledge of events or things at а distance and in dif 
ferent times Wanohparyiyo is the direct knowledge of the 
thoughts and feelings af others The Aerala prana їз the 
absolute, unconditional and unobstructed knowledge of the 
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perfected soul which knows things as they are without any 
fault or limitation, The Parokía (indirect) knowledge is of 
two kinds" Man or the knowledge of the present objects ac- 
quired through the agency of the mind and the senses; and 
Sruit or the knowledze of the past, present or future objects 
ibrouzh the process of reasoning 
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comparison etc, Hence they are not particularly but generally, 
necessary for perception. The only factor which is pecuhar 
іо perception is the contact with senses Hence it is regarded 
as the pramdna of perceptual knowledge. In the same way 
there is a cause peculiar to each kind of knowledge, which, 
in additron to the causes generally required for the produc- 
tion of all kinds of knowledge, must operate before that parti- 
cular kind of knowledge can arise im the knower. 


THE NUMBER OF PRAMANAS 


As already pomted out in the [ast chapter, Indian philo- 
sophers have differed very much with regard to the number 
of the kinds of knowledge, and so, with regards to the num- 
ber of the means of knowledge {ргаталаз) 


The number of the pramánsas (indispensable causes of 
pramd} recognised by thinkers of different schools of Indian 
thought goes upto ten, out of which the six mentioned in the 
last chapter, namely, Praryakía (Perception), Anumana (In- 
ference}, Sabda (Verbal Tesumony of an avthonty), Upa- 
mana {(Companson), Arthapatn (Necessary Assumption) and 
Anuplabdh: (Nonapprehension) are the most important, and 
are recognised by the most prominent and tnfleential schools 
of thought. The rest four are Aithys {Tradition}, Chessa 
(Gesture), Panvesa (Elimination), and $атЬАпъп (Inclusion), 


Of these Pramánas— 
]. The Chirwikas recognise only one pramina, namely, 
Pratyakia, as the source of night knowledge 
2 The Vaiiesikas, the Jainas and the Buddhists recog: 
nise twa, namely, Pratyakfa, and Anumgna 
'3' The Sinkhya and Yoga schools recognize only three, 
namely, Protyatfa, Anumana and Sabda 
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4. The Nuyayikas recognise only four, namely, Pra 
tyaksa, Anumana, Sabda and Upmana 

o Some Mimansakas {followers of Prabhakara) recog 
mse ive, namely, Pratyaksa, Anumana, Upamana, Sabda, and 
Анара 

6 Another group of Mimamsakas (followers of Kumanta 
Bhatta) and the Vedantists of Sankara (Advaita) school recog 
Пізе SIX pramanas, namely, Pratyahsa, Anumana, Sabda, Upa 
тапа, Arthapain and Anuposlabdh: 

¢ The scholars of the Puranas (Historians) recognise 
eight pramanas, namely, Pratyaksa, Anumana, Sabda, Upa 
mand, Arihapatt, 4nupalabdhr, duihya, and Sambhava 

6. The Tantrikas (students of the Tantras) recognise nine 
Pramanas, namely, Pratyakíg, Anumana, Sabda, Upamana, 
drthapoth, Anupalabdhi, Awvya, Sambhava, and Chests 

9 Some thinkers admit all the ten Pramanas, nameh, 
Protyakia Anumana Sabda, Upamana, Anupalabdin, Artha 
раш, Анда, Sambhava, Cher and Pariiesa 

Thinkers who recognise a less number of indispensable 
means of valid knowledge (framanas} try to bring the rest 
under one or the other of those which they admit 


THE NATURE OF THE PRAMANAS 


Perception (Pratyaksa} Perception (Praryaka} as а 
Pramana (means of valid knowledge] उड the contact of a sense- 
organ with its appropriate object resulting im its direct know 
ledge For example the contact of the eyes with a tree, which 
produces the direct apprehension of the tree The term 
contact is used here not In the sense of close proximuty, as in 
popular speech but in a technical sense Н means the range 
of the activity of a particular sense The range of the activity 
of each sense ts different from that of another The skin, for 
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example, reveals the tactile qualities only when the object 
touches the skin. But the eyes and the ears do not require 
their objects to come into so close proximity with them. АП 
the schools of Indian thought recognise perception as à 
Pramana, but the Charwakas recognise it to be the only 
Ргатала. The Buddhists point out very emphatically that 
sense perception reveals ta us not objects but the sensible 
quahties merely which cannot be expressed in words 


2. Anumane (Inference}-—-dAnumanea is the means af 
knowmg some thing which ia not actually perceived by the 
sense-, by virtue of some other thing being perceived, because 
the latter is во connected with the former {perceived one) 
that wherever the former (percerved one) is present the latter 
(the unperceived one) must also be present. Every act of 
inference thus involves two things, namely, (]} perception of 
somethirs which us a sign or mark of the presence af another 
thing and (2) remembrance of the general rule that wherever 
the one Js present the other їз also present Both combined 
resuli in the inference that the thing semed by the sign 
exists where the sign exists The general rule (J yapiz), which 
ig remembered on the perceptron of the sign (Inga), has been 
learnt in ihe past through repealed experience of the co- 
presente (anvaya) and co abrence (matireha) of the sign 
(Baga) and the svgnified object (hegi) For example, through 
repeated experience of smoke and fire being seen together, and 
it also having been observed repeatedly that wherever fire is 
not present smoke is also not pre-ent, one comes to form a 
conviction in his mind that wherever there ५ smoke there is 
fre Smoke thus becomes a sign. (апра) af the presence of 
fire (the hngi) IF, now, smoke १ perceived anywhere and it 
is remembered that wherever there व smoke there з fire, the 
inference is ге isti ble that there 35 Gre also there, although 
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is not revealed by perception, The source of its revelation 
їз inference 


Anumina is admitted as a source of new knowledge by 
almost all schaals o£ Indian philosophy The Charwakas alone 
take exception to it They say that inference may give us 
probable knowledge but not «ure and valid knowledge There 
remains a doubt with regard to the existence of the inferred 
object until it 25 verified by direct experience Мо generalisa 
Don, they say, 4 free from hmiting conditions, and there is по 
guarantee that what has been true in the past will be so in the 
future. Jt js really a very serious question whether inference 
gives us any new knowledge Їп all inferences we remain 
within the field of our knowledge previously acquired through 
percephon This kind of inference, which we have illustrated 
above, and which is the kind of inference admitted by the 
indian logicians, zs at its best, a kind of remembrance and 
expectation ЈЕ there is anything new and previously ап 
known at is thé presence of the sigmfied object in the place 
рака) where the sign Js observed. Itis this knowledge which 
ї& newly produced and of which the peculiar cause has to be 
sousht for The peculiar cause of this knowledge з inference 
Anumana} Hence tis regarded as a source of new know 
ledge by Indian logicians 


З ÜUpamana (Comparison) as a source of knowledge ad 
mitted by Indian logicians 3з not the same as ‘Analogy’ of the 
Western log;cians. It has a much restricted sense Ап 
example, which is the stock example of all Indian Togicians, 
wil illustrate the sense in which we have Comparison as a 
eource of pew knowledge А man has heard the name paraya 
but does not know which animal is denoted by ths term He 
४१६ anxious to know the antmal called garaya. А forester who 
knows the animal tells him that the goraya 3s an animal hke 
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sary presumption of some fact previously unknown, without 
which a known fact could not have been possible. For 
instance, when we get up from the bed in the morning and find 
the whole ground and things on it wet, we presume that it 
must have rained last mght Or, to take a more hackneyed 
example, ‘Devadatia is stout, but he eats nothing during the 
day; it must therefore be presumed that he eats at mght.’ То 
take another example, ‘A उड known to be hving, but he ४5 not 
at home, it must therefore be assumed that he is gone out’. 
Arthapett: їз a kind of a necessary hypothesis without which 
some known fact cannot be understood to be possible. The 
Naiyayikas regard this kind of presupposition as merely an 
inference, for here we pass from a perceived thing to an inferred 
one through a relation which is known to be myariable 


6  4uupalabdkt (Non Apprehension) :—The Vedintists 
and some Mimamsakas propose a sixth kind of Pramdna. 
namely, 4nupalabdh: Anupaladdhi їз the source through 
which we apprehend the non-existence fabhara) of objects, 
particularly, the absence or non existence of knowledge. For 
example, the knowledge that there is no inkpot on the table or 
that I do not know what f am. This kind of knowledge ॥5 
taken as perceptual knowledge by the Naiyayjkas, but the 
Vedàntins point out that it cannot be a case of perception be- 
cause the object of knowledge, the absence or negation, १३ not 
in contact with any sense-organ 


So far we have dealt with the nature of the most important 
Pramánas recognised by ihe most important schools of Indian 
thought We shall give below the nature of other sourecs of 
knowledge also which the popular mind as well as some 
thinkers admit as independent sources of new knowledge 


ч. Agthya (Tradition) —Autihye is a tradition that has 
come from an onknown source and has been handed down from 
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one generation to another Many of our behefs are based on 
tradition Н rs a source of knowledge admitted. by the hista 
nans (PauramiAas] According to the NalyayiKas it is а kind 
of Sabda, but a Sabda which is not to be regarded as а pramane, 
because Jt उड not certain whether the person from whom the 
tradition originated was an apta (speaker of the truth) or not 
It is only the words of a truthful and hence reliable person 
that are authoritative and are a source of a new knowledge 


Я Chesa (Gesture) —Chesta or gesture 38 aly а source 
oi new knowledge For example, we know that a dumb fellow 
їз hungry by the gestures that he makes We alsy come to 
know the thoughts and feehngs of other people by their gestures 
and postures зе, by their bodily expressions The Naiy ayskas 
do пої regard it as an independent source of Knowledge itis 
& domed of spepemee ue समए zr Sn i orig} Ceres We gr ह क 
ledge of some thing else sigmfed by її, their relation of being 
the sign and the signified having been discovered through 
repeated experience 


O Рагье в (Ehmination) —Parisesa or Elimination is 
the process of hnowing some thing by eliminating from a 
group of things those which їз not For example yt happens 
ECme fine that HE know а Person to be somebody by elimina 
ung others already known from the group where that person 
has been told to be present The Naryayikas do not regard it 
as an mdependent source of knowledge 


I0 Sambhaia (Inclusion) —Sambhava as a source of 
new knowledee consists їп the process of knowing tome thing 
on account of its being included in some other known thing 
For example, when you know a knife you know the blade also 
which is a part of the former The knowledge of a foot 
involves also the knowledge of an inch The Natyaykas do 
not admit as an independent pramana 
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sary presumption of some fact previously unknown, without 
which a known fact could not have been possible, For 
instance, when we get up from the bed jn the morning and find 
the whole ground and things on it wet, we presume that it 
must have rained last night. Or, to take a more hackneyed 
example, ‘Devadatta is stout, hut he eats nothing during the 
day ; it must therefore be presumed that he eats at mght.’ To 
take another example, ‘A is known to be living, but he as not 
at home, it must therefore be assumed that he з gone out’, 
Arthzpatt; is a kind of a necessary hypothesis without which 
some known fact cannot be understood to be posstble The 
Naryiyikas regard this kind of presupposition as merely an 
inference, for here we pass from a perceived thing to an inferred 
one through a relation which i$ known to be invariable. 


б  4aupalabdhi (Non-Apprehension|)-—The Vedintists 
end some Mimimeakas propose a sixth kind of Pramuna, 
namely, Anupalabdi: — dnapalaldhi is the source. through 
which we apprehend the non-existence fabhdtaj of objects, 
particularly, the absence or non-existence of knowledge. For 
example, the knowledze that there is no imkpot on the table or 
that I do not know what | am Tha hind of knowledge тя 
taken as perceptual knowledce by the "*aisivikas, but the 
Vedintins point out that it cannot be a case of perception Бе 
cause the object of knowledge, the alnence or negation, is not 
in contact with any seme отап 


“о far we have dealt with the nature af the most important 
Praminas recognised by the most important schools of Indian 
thought We shatl eye below the rature of other acurces of 
knowleíze aho whunh the popular mind as well as sume 
Linkers admit as independent sources of new knowledzr. 


J Aiya CÜTradiions Аға is a tradition that has 
come from an urknown source and has been handed down from 
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one generation to another Many of our beliefs are based on 
tradinen Jt 3s a source of knowledge admitted by Ње histo- 
rans (Pauramias} According to the Naiyaytkas it із a land 
of Sabda, but a Sabda which is not to be regarded as a pramana, 
because it qs not certain whether the person from whom the 
tradition onginated was an арга (»peaker of the truth) or not 
It 25 only the words of a truthful and hence reliable person 
that are authoritative and are a source of a new knowledge 


8. Chesta (Gesture) —Chesta or gesture is also a source 
of new knowledge For example, we know that a dumb fellow 
is hungry by the gestures that he makes We also come to 
know the thoughts and feelings of other people by their gestures 
and postures, те, by their bodily expressions The Nan ayıkas 
do not regard it as an independent source of knowledge — [t 23 
a kind of inference m which a sign (пеп) gives us a know 
ledge of some thing el e signified by it, their relation of being 
the sign and the sigmified having been discovered through 
repeated experience 


9 Pervesa (Elinunanon} —Perwesa or Ehmination аз 
the process of knowing some thing by eliminating from a 
group of things those which itis not For example, її happens 
seme time that we know a person to be somebody by elimina 
urg others already known from the group where that person 
has been told to be present The Naiyayikas do not regard it 
as an independent source of knowledge. 


IO  Samhha:a (inclusion) —SambAata as a source of 
new knowledze consists in the process of knowing «ome thing 
on account of ats being included in some other known thing 
For example when you know a knife, you know the blade also 
which 25 a part of the former The knowledge of a foot 
involves also the knowledge of an iach. The Naryavikas do 
not admit as an independent pramana 


CHAPTER पा 
KARANA (CAUSE) 


Jt has been said above that pramana (instrument or means 
of valid knowledge} :s the peculiar fasddharana} cause 
(Ёзгапа) of valid knowledge (prama). But what ञ meant by 
a cause (kürana)? We shall now consider the nature of a 
k3rana (cause) and its varieties according to Indian logicians 

DEFINITION OF A CAUSE 

A cause (Larana) is defined in Tarkasamgraha as that 
circumstance which invariably (nryata) precedes (purvarritit) 
the effect (Кагуа) Неге the word invariably (туша) аз 
used to exclude all accidentally preceding things or activities 
which have no essential part to play ın the production of the 
effect and hence should not be included among the causes or 
essential conditions of the effect Nothing which accidentally 
happens to precede the occurrence of an event can be its cause. 
For instance, the occasional presence of the weavers children 
when a cloth क being woven by him should not be regarded 
83 an essential condition of the production of the cloth, for, 
the cloth would have come mto existence even when the 
children of the weaver were not by his side In the same way 
а potters ass which fetched the clay of which a pot ia made, 
cannot be regarded as one of the causes of the pot, for the 
simple reason that it ais not an invariable factor in the produc- 
tion of the pot, because the clay сап be brought by other 
means as well, e p., a cart or а servant. 

Neglect of this important condition of causality is greatly 
re:porsible for the innumerable superstitions and the 
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yathásiddhattve sati" (अनन्यथासिदधत्व सति), which may be ren- 
dered as “provided the antecedent बड़ not remotely or indirectly 
{through another agency) connected with the effect”. A 
literal translation of the word “ananyathanddha”, which (5 а 
very important qualification of a cause, may be "proved to be 
not otherwise connected", te. directly and immediately con- 
rected. Some scholars have rendered ut as "not made out to 
be otherwise than indispensable" or “not made out to be such 
as one can do without”. 


Thus, the cause must not only invarzably precede the effect, 
Н must also be in Immediate or direct relationship with it and 
should nexer be proved to be otherwise than indispensable 
That उड, a cause Js that circumstance which precedes the effect 
and has an immediate influence im the production of н. Ths 
defimtion of a cause corresponds to a certain extent to the 
dehnition given by J 5, Mil, the father of modern Inductive 


Logic: the cause is the unconditional and tm artable antecedent 
of the effect. 


FIVE TYPES OF ANYATHASIDDIN 


In the above mentioned definition of cause, vu, 
“ananyothd-siddhative sat: kárya-miyatapsirzavrittz: ka@ranam™ 


( सनन्यथालिदडधत्य af कार्पानयतपुचबात्त चारणम्‌) 
(Tarkasamgraha), which is the same as "yasya Adryat pria 
bhato niyatak ananyathanddhaicha tat Exranam" {सस्य कायाः 
еуин नियतः अनन्यर्थासिद्धध्ध तत्‌ कारणम्‌) 
{Tarkabhasu), the word ananyathisiddka (not «nyathisddial 
Is very important The modern Indian lozicians have, there- 
fore, discussed. in details all the possible ways in which a 
circumstance сап be enyathistddha (dispensable or remotely 
connected) in relation to an effect, althouzh it may invariably 
precede the latter. Usually five varieties of dispensable antece- 
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dents are mentioned Examples of the five kinds of dispensable 
tircumstances are {l} an acs in relation to the production of 
а pot, (2) the potter's father with reference to the pot, 
(3) akusa (ether) Im relation to the pot, ether beng eternal 
and all pervading, has nothing particular Io do with the pot, 
(4) the colour of the threads with reference to the cloth made 
of them, and {5) the generic characteristic of threads 
-^lst an to the cloth made of them In general, 

N thase сүү, 

r about 


THE METHOD OF DISCOVERING CAUSES 


Inductive methods of antaya {agreement In presence) and 
vyatireka (agreement in absence) repeatedly used can be our 
only pude m knowing what is indispensable or otherwise. 
Üur repeated experience must show that whenever the cause 
precedes, the effect follows (anvayasahiachara—the invanable 
Sequence between the positive occurrence of two things} and 
that wheneier the cause does not precede, the effect does not 
follow {eyanrelasahacharn—the wvanable eoncomiance bet 
ween the absence of two things) Unless these two conditions 
are fulfilled no circumstance can be regarded as a cause of an 
effect. If this twofold principle of anductiwe discovery of 
causes is strictly followed, many of the so-called causes of the 
faruhar effects would be eliminated. Three of } S Mis: 
“Inductise Methods’, namely, the Method of Agreement, the 
Method of Difference, and the Joint Method of Agreement and 
Difference are evidently denved from a «mular formula of 
causality From Mills defimtion of cause as “the myvarable 
and unconditional antecedent" yt follows, “Whatever antecedent 
can be left out, without prejudice to the effect, can be no part 
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is the transformation of milk mto curd. We may add the 
transformation of ice into water and that of water into vapour. 


This Simkhya doctrine of satkaryavada is accepted by the 
Vedantusts also The Айана Vedanta, however, goed still 
deeper into the problem It holds that not only the effect is है 
manifestation or appearance of what we call the material cause 
of the effect, but the latter also in its turn Is а manifestation 
or appearance, so that causes and effects are both appearances 
connected by way of unconditionally mvanable antecedence 
and consequence The Buddhists alo subscribe to such 3 
view Cause and effect are phenomenal appearances, accord. 
ing to Buddhism, but the appearance called cause must totally 
cease to exist or come to non being (asat) before the appear- 
ance called effect jumps into a momentary eusience — sata 
sat jdyate—it is from non being that beings come out The 
Advaita Vedintists do not agree with the Buddhists on their 
doctrine of non berg (funyavada). They, on the other hand, 
hold that the appearances are not the appearances of non berg 
(пуа) but of some berg which underhes the appearances 
Take the instance of vapour-waterace chain of appearances. 
Here the underlying reality X appearing a. vapour з changed 
into water on account of the influence of accessory causes on I, 
and so also А appearing as water зз changed into ice Vapour, 
water and ice are really the forms за which their underlying 
essence X successively appears The change is only a change 
in the forms, X remains unchanged throughout This view १8 
called Fivarta-vada, the doctrine of appearances, According to 
the Advaita Vedintins the phenomenal world consists of the 
names and forms of the underlying real Substance called 
Brahman by them, Within the sphere of the phenomena the 
doctrine of parináma (transformation) holds good, but when 
we think of the relation of the appearances with the Substance 
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underlying them, which в their real material (upadana) cause, 
we are led to the doctrine of warta ( appearance) 


The problem of causality з аз alive today as it was ever 


Lr Parraennnding to the three views pointed out above, 
an we have 

insTornta 

tion and Manifestation An impalua n of the 


three views will bring us ta the conclusion that there ॥6 some 
truth in every one of them They are all nicht from differen 
points of view (anekantavada of Jamsm) Every appearance 
as such зз unique and does come into existence anew It was 
surely non-«rxictent before it came into existence Every 
moment we see new things coming into existence There was 
no Benares Hindu Umversity os such а few years 829 It is 
needless to Ene olher instances In fact all that we ser around 
us has been produced created or brought forth by efficacious 
causes Colocation of causes generales Tic’ qualities new 
forms and new function? And the interests of the common 
man are confined to qualities and forms only The potter 
crestes a new jar and thereby earns his living the customer 
needs а new улг and £0 he pays for i The yar as such never 
existed before И was created by the potter Hence the ауа 
yikas are right in hol ling the штат hatuda {creationism or 
emergence of new qualities) The science of Chemistry sup- 
porte them if an} support in addition to the evidence of every 
day experience 35 needed Water 25 such never existed before 
the atoms of hydrogen and oxygen con tine} together in а 
certain proportion The peculiar qualities of «alt are never 
found m sts conehituent Cause”, «odium and chlorine when 
they are ket t apart 


The Sambhya view parinzmats Та or sathuryatula 4% an 
outcome of a different approach to the problem It does not 
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look at the world from the point of view of appearances, but 
from the point of view of material realities capable of appear- 
ing in those forms It starts from the eprrors logical principle 
that something cannot come out of nothing. Whatever appears 
most hate existed previously, although not in the present form. 
Causes are only the effects in potentiality. The truth of this 
view is also corroborated by experience and supported by 
physical scrences. Scientific principles of "Indestructibility of 
Matter", "Conservation of Energy", “Quantitative Identity of 
Cause and Effect” and “Uniformity of Nature” combined with 
the Darwinian and Ѕрепсепап view of “Evolution” lead us to 
a view of causality akin to that of Sémkfya. 


The Vedantists, accepting the Sámkhya view so far as the 
phenomenal world їз concerned, look at the problem from а 
deeper point of view, that of ontology. There can be no mean- 
ing in the statement that the cause has changed or transformed 
ino the effect and that the eflect Is the same as the cause m 
snother form, unless the essence of both the cause and the 
effect उ a common substance X undelying unchanged both the 
cause and the effect. It is that X which appears now in the 
form of the cause and now in that of the effect. But from the 
point of view of X both the cause end the efiect are appeatance* 
of X. Hence the doctrine of алгаа. 


THREE KINDS OF CALSES 


Causes are of three kinds according to the Naiyáyikas, 
namely, Samat ayt, Asamardy: and Nimita. 


THE SAMAVAYI КАКАМА. 


{}) The somata karanq (the material, constituent or 
‘inherent’ cause) zs that in which the effect produced inheress 
Le उड во intimately connected or identical with it that it cannot 
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be separated from the cause without losing М3 own existence 
It is that common factor between the cause and the effect which 
is identical or substantially the same in both of them For 
instance, the clay їп а Jats the wood In a table, or the threads 
na piece of cloth are the material OT constituent cause» of the 
jar, the table and the cloth respectively The effects, the Jars 
the table, and the cloth inhere respectively уп the clay, the 
wood and the threads of which they are made, and are 50 
intimately related with them that they cannot exist if separated 
from their cause Of course, there are many olher things 
that are required for the production of these effects and are 
thus indispensable antecendents, and therefore, Cause? of the 
effects, but the relation of clay etc to а yat ete i5 of a unique 
kind which їз called samatave (anherence) in the Nyaya school 
of thought. 


GAMAVAYA 


According to the Nan ayikas things may be related in two 
way», namely, semaruye (inherence of inseparable nature} and 
samyoga (mere union ОТ contact) 


Dy samara 35 meant that relation between (wo things by 
virtue of which one thing must inhere in the other thing #0 long 
ai the former is not destroy ed Tt js therefore 2 peculiar kind 
of relation to be distinguished from the mere contact (sam 
yoga) between two things ei her of which can exist acparately 


The things related by the war of sarmarwya are technically 
cx! cd avutasiddka (९, never pro^ ed to be separated p Such 
thnes, according to “ууз ате the whole and jis paris (ara 
yavin and eaycta) the aul tarce and ats eal ues {drarya 
and риа), M werent and the हरू thing or action 3^ ias 


geen’ (Anis d anl дету ol}, tie communty oT ie penis ardue 
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individuals or the species (jati and vyakti) and the eternal 
substances and their peculiarities (nitya dravya and vifesa). 
These are the only cases of objects related by the relation oi 
samgtdya Each of these pairs is such that one of the two 
objects in the pair cannot be separated from the other 


It is on the ground of the relation called samazaya that 
the Naiyayikas say that a sub-tance us the samvayi harana of 
its attributes 


THE ASAMAVAYI KARANA 


(2) The Язатаъауь karana (non inherent, non-material 
or non-constituent cause) з defined in Tarkasamgraha as "that 
which contributes to the production of the effect while cor 
inheering wilh the effect ап rts material cause”. For example, 
the union of the threads Is the asamaray: cause of the cloth, 
and the colour of the threads їз the asamvavi cause of the 
colour of the cloth The union of the threads which inheres 
in the threads 33 an invanable and indispensable antecedent 
ef the cloth and hence а cause of it. But it is not the inherent 
cause of the cloth, threads being its inherent cause, Hence 
if as the non-inherent fasematdy:) cause The union of the 
threads 4 zn attribute of the threads, ard so, according to 
Nyayva м inheres in them in the same wav as cloth anheres in 
them, ‘The union of the threads is not in samatdya relation 
with the cloth, but with the threads, hence it is regarded as a 
non s@marayr cause of the cloth. Similarly the colour of the 
threads 33 an mgsema:áyi (non-mherent} cauce of the colour 
of the cloth, for although it contributes to the production of 
the colour of the cloth and hence is a cause of it, it inheres 
yn the threads and not in the colour of the cloth. Qualities 
accordinz to Nyiya inhere in things and not in qualities. 
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THE NIMITTA KARANA 


(3) The क्या ( OccasioniDg» emaent, instrumental 
or general) karang їз а cause Which 35 other than both the 
samatayt and the asamavay® causes As for instance, the 
weaver, the loom and the shuttle, eic , are the nimuta causes 


of the cloth 


Of these kinda of causes. the samavayt cause mu t always 
be a substance (dravya! , as no other category (pad.rtha) [5 
capable of being 8 «eat of mherence (samataya) according 
to the Naryayika- The asamamys Cause may either be a 
quality or an action and nothing elses the nimita cause, how 
ever, may be anything, а substance, & quality or an aclion. 


CRITICAL REMARK ON THE DIVISION 


The term a samaveyt Zarana IS not very gceurate in this 
connection For, X literally means a cause which ४४ not con 
nected wilh the effect by the relation of sqmataya (not samd- 
tur) and thus should include in its denotation the mimita 
Luranas also For thes too are not connected with the effect 
by samartua relation — Moreover, according to the dixision 
by dichotomy there cannol be anv other *pecies (the nimitia 
causes) of cause than the t»0, the inherent and the non inhe- 
rent. The two must exhaust the universe of discourse. The 
division gnen above can be free from this logical difficulty 
only when ме take и 25 a case of a continued division In two 
steps. Thus, causes may be first divided into those which are 
separable from the body of the effect and those which are not 
separable [rom the effect The ceparable ones are the nimuta 
cauces The inceparal le ones may further be divided into two 
classes, the samaray: (inherent) and the @samariyt (mon 
inherent) 
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In other schools of thought, the asampayt cause Is not 
recognised as distinct from the cause called samavzy: by the 
Nyaya-Vatsestha thinkers Both the samavay: and Ihe asama- 
vay: causes of theirs are classed under one head, namely, the 
upidina kárana (the material or the constituent cause) by the 
Samhhya and Vedanta Schools It is the cause which with it 
qualities is present within the effect. The effect із made of il, 
as we say All other causes that operate on the material out 
of which the effect x» made to produce the effect, are classed 
under the other head, namely the ninuta causes, m the same 
way as is done by the Naiyayikas. 


THE KARANA 


Of aM the causes that bring about sn effect some ате 
common to many efliects They are called the sadhárgna 
causes. But some cause зз peculiar to a particular elect ‘This 
cause may be called the asddhearana (peculiar or uncommon) 
cause For example, the existence ol the Self, its contact with 
the mind (ie, attention) and the reality of objects are cont 
mon causes of ali knowledge Bat there is an additional cause 
which з necessary for the production of perception {pratyakia)s 
namely, the contact of the senses with the objects of perception 
This cause, sense-contact, 29 not common to other kinds of 
knowledge, hke the inierentzral or that produced by verbal 
testimony, but ıs à cause peculiar to the perceptual knowledge 
only. Such an uncommon or peculiar cause is called Aarand 
in Terhasamgraha “OF these three kinds of causes, only that 
is called an insirumental cause (karana) which is peculiar". 


( तंदेताव्यकारगमध्पे यदसाधारण कारणं तदच फरणग ). 
hefavramrira in his Terhabhdsa defines Алгара аз “a cause 
which is most effective (sodhalatamam айїпүнат sidkanam 
or profristam) in bringing about the effect”. Annambhatta 
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probably means the same by the word asudkarana (peculiar). 
The Nyayabodhin: commentary on TarFasamgreha puts an 
additional qualification before the word asedharana, namely, 
vyapartat (effectively active] Aarara according to this def 
nition (i534paraiat asadharanam karanam] would mean that 
ement peculiar cause which directly and immediately brings 
about the effect by its own action That їз, itis that peculiar 
factor among the causes which, other causes being present 
and operatic, immediately brings about the result by Из own 
activity, and for want of which the other causes will not be 
sufficiently effective in producing the desired effect Such a 
cause as different with diferent effects Hence atis a ‘peculiar’ 
cause The Neo Nasyayikas, therefore, define karana as “a 
cause which 25 most necessary for producing the effect and 
without the вепуиу of which the eflect उ not produced in 
spite of other causes being precent’ (phaluyogabya vachchhin 
nam Laranam Keranam) This definition is the best of all the 
Previous definitiors. According to at the Аагала corresponds 
to what 29 called a provimate cause in the West 
Thus, according to the older Naiyayikas a potter's stick 
(danda) 33 the karana of the pot produced by the potter, 
because it 2s a peenhar dung which he uses in producing the 
jar and without whose rotating work on the wheel the pot 
cannot be produced In the same way 3 sen*e-organ ३ the 
Lorna in the sense that by из contact with the ol ject ot brings 
about the perceptual knowledge of the object — Sense-organs 
ate in contact with the object known only in perce; tual knows 
ledre Hence their peculiarity ta perceptual knowledge But 
according to the defimtion of Далалат given by the Neo Naya 
sides if becomes really difficult to say what the karana may 
he ап а сае The potter s stick may be conudered а Дагана 
In the case of a pot, or the rotation of the potter’s wheels or 
Ihe union of the component parte of the pot 
5 
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probably means the same by the word asadharara (peculiar). 
The Nyayabodhin: commentary оп Tarkasamgraha puts an 
additional qualification before the word asadharana, namely, 
vyapartal (effectively active} Һегапа according to this defi 
mion (vyaparavat asadharanam laranam) would mean that 
efficient peculiar cause which directly and immediately brings 
about the effect by its own action hats, it їз that peculiar 
factor among the causes which, other causes being present 
and operative, immediately brings about the result by its own 
activity, and for want of which the other causes will not be 
sufficiently effective ™ producing the desired effect Such a 
cause 33 diflerent with different effects Hence itis а ‘peculiar’ 
cause The Neo-Nalyayihass therefore, define karana as "a 
cause which за most necessary for producing the effect and 
without the activity of which the effect їз not produced in 
«pite. of other causes being present" (phaluyogavya vachchhin 
nam Laranam karanam] This defimtion 35 the best of all the 
previous дейпшог5 According to it the karana corresponds 
to what is called a proxunaie cause Im the West 
Thus, according to the older Natyayikas a potter's stick 
(danda) as ihe Larana of the pot produced by the potter, 
because it is a peculiar thing which he uses जा producing the 
yar and without whose Totaling work on the wheel the pot 
cannot be produced in the same way a sense organ is the 
Larna In the sence that by sts contact with the object ıt brings 
about the perceptual knowledge of the object Sense-organs 
are in contact with the object Lnown only in perceptual know- 
ledge Hence ther pecuhanty to perceptual knowledge But 
according ta the defimtion of karana given by the Neo Nana 
yikas, it becomes really difficult to say what the karana हि 
be in а case The potter's stick may be considered а ka ала 
in the case of а pot, OF the rotation of the potter's wheels "E 
the union oi the component parts of the pot. or 
> 
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CAUSES OF PRAMA 


In case of proms (right knowledge), the samaevay: 
Agrana їз the Self, the asamavdy: karana is the contact between 
the Self and mind and the sense-organ concerned (if it is 
concerned at all). The nimiita Алгала is the object of know- 
ledge, Of these causes the contact of the Self, mind and organs 
is the karana of prama It аз called ihe pramdna (ргата- 
karanam) Without the contact of the Self, the mind and the 
sense-organs (if it be perception), there cannot be any know- 
ledge even though the Self and the object both may be 


present 


CHAPTER IV 


PERCEPTION (PRATYARSA) 


Percep ion (Pratyalsa) їз в term used both for the direct 
knowledge acquired through the agency of the sense organs 
(jnanendrryas) and for the special means (pramana) through 
which this kind of knowledges acquired 


Perception (Pratyahia) аз knowledge 7 defined in Tar 
lasamgraha as “that knowledge which is born of the contact 
of the senses with the objects 


The term contact उ not to be understood im the literal 
sense of close proximity but in the technical sense of the range 
of activity of the various senses as has been pointed out 
alrea ly in Chapter M 


The contact of the senses with the objects а the peculiar 
cause of perceptual knowledge because olher causes, like the 
nresente of the objects, activity of the Self and the mind and 
absence of «bstructing conditions are common to perception 
ard other forms of knowledge — It as only the contact of the 
senses with the objects that is peculiar to this kind of know 
ledge as disinguihed from other forms of knowledze 


WHAT DOES PFRCFPTION REVEAL? 


There has been a great deal of cortrovere) as to what 
cortent« of our knowledge are given in perception, both тй 
India and the Wert 


The Common sense, which à only a name for uncritical 
end naive view of things hol is that perception. reveals almost 
ali thst we know about the oljet When अ chit] eres а 
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cinema show he beheves that he is face to face with the real 
life and perceives real obyects and persons with all the varied 
qualities which they have in the real life 


But if we critically analyse the perception, we shall find 
that what the contact of our sense organs with the objects 
present gives us is only white and black colours and sounds 
(m case Jt is a talkie}, The rest of the things that we are 
ead to be perceiving are contributed by the mind in the form 
of memory tmagzes. My visual perception of ice gives me 
only a patch of white colour, but I know it to be ісе and feel 
it to be very cold This name and this feeling of cold are 
not born of the present contact of eyes and the patch of white 
colour. They are past impressions of the mind added to the 
patch of white colour, So, what the mere contact which. ope" 
rates in the perception gives us аге the sensible qualities 
revealed by the senses which are in actual contact with the 
objects If, therefore, we wish to keep memory and perception 
apart, as the Naiyayikas do, we shall have to say that percep- 
trorr gives us bare qualities 


The Western psychology has freed itself from this con- 
fusion by keeping the word ‘sensation’ apart for the cognition 
born of bare sense-contact and using the word perception for 
the whole knowledge of an object in which sensation and 
memory images of vanous kinds are andassolubly mixed smd 
synthesised Absence of this distinction has Piven re Io the 
division of opinion as to what is revealed in. pratvakía, 


The Buddhists, for example, hold that in perception wee 
are face to face with the mere objective form or quality given 
at the moment of perception It is free from all the describa- 
ble determinations like пате, class, relation, ес There 
cannot be any question with regard to its validity or invalidity 
аз the knowledge is free from all determinations. 
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But, the Nyaya view їз different from this view, as it 
appears from the two divisions it makes of perception, namely, 
the nirti&alpaka and the satrkalpaka, the former being akın 
ta the Buddhistie view of perception or to that of "sensation" 
of the modern psychology But some iNaiyayikas seem to have 
realised the point and therefore have defined perception as 
“the smmediate awareness of an object, which з free from 
doubt, error, and name, brought about by the contact of a 
sense with its object" This зз what is considered as the 
nirvikalpaAla pratyakéa by the Natyayskas in general 


TWO KINDS OF PERCEPTUAL KNOWLEDGE 


According to the Naiyayikas, as pointed out above, there 
are two kinds of Perception (Pratyakía Jnana}, namely, the 
Niryikalpaka and the Saukelpaka 


The Асе сарад Pratyalfa (indeterminate Perception) t 
that which reveals merely the sensible object without any 
further information about it with regard ta its genus (class) 
name or qualities which are not actunlly sensed И 35 what 
Witham James calls ‘the mere acquaintance’, or Slout calls 
'anoetic consciousness’, or what is generally called ‘Sensation’ 
y modern Psychology We cannot say what the object that 
we are percentog m, we can only say that we are perceiving 
“something” but what it is we do not усі know 


The Satikalpaka PrafyoPksa (Determinate Perception}, on 
the other hand, їз that perception which reveals to us the 
quale: the genus ае the name of the object perceived. ft 
m what as called ‘Perception’ in modern psychology, *noctic 
eonscinosness fy Stout and 'knonledze about’ by James E 
is quile evilent that much of the inf rmation given in this 
kied (determinate) of perception comes from memory and 
not from the contact of the senses with the object. [lence P 
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the Buddhists do not recognise this kind of knowledge a3 
perceptual knowledge 


M 
Some Nayáüyikas do not regard the Iwo (INirvakalpaka 
ard Savikalpaka) perceptions as the two kinds of perceptien, 
but only as two stages in the perceptual process. At the frst 
stage, the knowledge of the object in contact with the sense is 
inarticulate and vague At the second stage, it becomes arti- 
culate, definite, and capable of being described and named. 


There are some logictans who pomt out that there rs a 
third stage also in the full perceptual knowledge of an object, 
namely, the Hanopadano-pekigbuddhi—the sense of the object 
being desirable, undesirable or indifferent This sense dawns 
upon the mind of the perceiver when the second’ stage, Ше 
sattialpaka perception is over This further cormition refers 
fo the practical relation. of the object to the Self 


There is no doubt that according to the Common Sense, 
and generally speaking, all these facts are revealed in percep" 
tion, but the source of their knowledge эз not the present 
contact of the sense with the object, but the impressions of ihe 
past experience which get revived on account of association 
with the quality sensed at the moment Hence the knowledge 
of the qualities, attributes or relations that are not in direct 
contact with the sense at the present moment, cannot be called 
perceptual knowledee, if perception w to be defined as the new 
knowledge born of sense-contact with ihe object, According 
to the МазулутАЙйз, we must not forget, al} knowledge due to 
the past impressions is remembrance, (smriti), Нот сая 
therefore the knowledge of the qualities, attributes or relations 
which are in direct contact with the sense, he regarded 25 
anubhava (experience), mot to say anything of Pratyokía 
( Perception) ? 


TL 


ANOTHER DIVISION OF PERCEPTUAL KNOWLEDGE 


Perception has been divided on another basis into twe 
kinds namely, Nitya (eternal) and Aniya (transitory) The 
first Капа of perception उड that of God and the second that of 
human and other beings. 


Human or transitory perception is as we have seen above, 
of two kinds, namely, the Savtkalpaka (Determinate) and the 
Nirvekalpaka (Indeterminate) 


The Determinate perception is again of two kinds, namely, 
the Laulika (normal or usual} and the Alaudzka (abnormal 


or unusual) 


The Laukika Pratyakía їз of six hinds, namely, the 
( 3 the Riana (Gustatory), the Chalura 
Érautriya (Auditory) and 
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The Ghranaja (olfactory) perception which reveals various 
lands of smells 33 got through the nose The Rasana (gusta 
tory) perception which reveals the tastes is pot through the 
tongue The Chaksusa (vi.ual) perception which reveals the 
colours and forms of objects is got through the eyes The 
Srautriya (auditory) perception which gives us knowledge of 
sounds i8 had through the ears The Sparfana (tactile) per 
ception which gives us the knowledge of heat, cold, roughness 
or smoothness of a surface उ acquired through the skin The 
Mantsa (internal) perception of pleasure, pain, desire, aversion 
knowing and willing etc is got through the mind 'manasaj 
which 3s the internal sense fantabkarasa) 


The abnormal or unusual hind ef perception is further 
divided into three classes namely, the Sumanyalakfane, the 
Jnanalahl:inea and the J ogaja 


= 
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The Saménya-lalíasa pratyalía їз the perception of the 
piti or the genus of an object, When, for example, in seeing 
a particular cow, we are aware of the generic nature of cows, 
the perception 3s called the szmanya lakíana pratyakía. 

The jnanalakfana pratyakía Js that perception in which 
we are directly aware of a quality of an object, which is not 
in contact with the sense operative in the percept, or when one 
percept revives another percept at the same moment For 
example, when we perceive a piece of ice from a distance ње 
sometimes feel its coolness also The coolness of the piece 
of тсе उ not revealed through the sense of sight operative here. 
Hence the perception ॥5 an extraordinary one 

The Yogaja Pratyakia is the extraordinary and supernor- 
mal perception of the yogis who ean directly know events of 
different times and objects at great distances which cannot be 
in contact with the senses. 

The general name given to all the extraordinary percep- 
попа Is Pro!yasati 


SIX KINDS OF CONTACT (SANNIKARSA) 


The contact of an object with a sense organ which gives 
us the direct knowledge of the object эз called sanntharsa by 
the Naryavikas Jta of six kinds according to them, namely, 
Sanyoza, Sanyukla-semaraya, Saryukte-samreta-samatiya, 
бата аус, Samteta samavaya, and Fifesana-tesya-bhara. 


l Sanyoga—Sanyoza (Conjunction) is the name of the 
contact between the tense and the object when we are aware 
of a concrete object, ike a jar, a man, a woman or a horse etc. 
The name i5 based on a relation, sanyoge, which means & 
temporary union of two things which. can be separated, and 
are separated in course of time. The object of perception, 
whatever М may be, ээ not in a permaneni contact or union 
with the sense that percenes it. The sense and the object ere 
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separable Hence they are said to be in the relation of sanyoga 
to each other X 


9 Sanyuhta samavaya —Sanyukta-samavaya (Inherence पा 
that which ts conjoined) 38 а double contact which operates in 
the perception of some thing which ॥83 in permanent union 
(sumavaya) with the object which is im separable union 
(sanyoga} with the sense organ Samavaya is the name given 
to a permanent union or mherence of some thing with or m 
same other thing as long 35 the former exists The qualities 
are said to where in the things qualified, because as long as 
quahties exist they must exist m the things qualified by them, 
They cannot exist apart from them In the same way the 
senera mhere In the individuals and effects mhere in their ma 
terial causes In perceiving the qualities and the genera of 
objects we thus have what may be called a double contact, 
namely, sanyuAta ата дуй The object m which we perceive 
и» quahty or genus 35 in sanyoga (separable union) with the 
sense of sight and xs quality or genus ts Mt Samuaye (.nsepar- 
able umon} with the object For examples, In perceiving the 
colour of a cloth there ॥$ the sanyulia samataya sannikarse 
involved 


9 Sanyukta samateta-samavaya —— Sanyukta samavete 
samavaya (Inherence Im the inherent with that which is con 
jomed) ४३ а triple contact involved ım the perception of those 
things which are in inseparable union with the things per 
ceived by the preceding contact, the sanyukta samavaya For 
example, when we वाट directly aware of colour in general 
( rupasamanyd) when a coloured cloth аз belore us, the con 
tact between our eyes and the genus of the colour apprehended 
by us ३5 threefold, viz, ( I ) sanyasa (separable Union or con 
junction) of the eyes with the cloth, (2) #атаюуп (inherence 
or inseparable union) of the particular colour of the cloth with 
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the cloth which is in conjunction wilh the eyes, and (3) sames- 
vaya af the particular colour of the cloth with the genus of 
colour (colour m general). The cloth is conjoint with the 
eyes (sanyukta), the colour of the cloth is samaveta with the 
cloth and the genus of colour is in samaráya with the colonr. 
Hence the complex contact is called sanyukia samareta- 
samavaya, 


4. Samataya—Samavaya (Inherence} is the contact im 
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according to them їз an inherent attribute of akata Hence 
when sound I perceived by the ear, it їз ats own quality in 
contact with the Akia of the ears The relation between 
a substance and из quality being samaväya, the contact 
involved in the perception of a sound by the ears is called 
samaita. Sound may have been produced at a distance, but 
it is apprehended only then it is propagated to the organ, 
and, when sound as perceived by the ear, it i эїз own quality in 
contact with the chausa of the ears The relation. between 2 
substance and its quality being samavaya, the contact involved 
In the perception of a sound by the ears i5 called samavaya. 
Sound may have been produced at a distance, but it is appre 
Fended only when it та propagated to the organ, and, whem 
propagated, it 2 apprehended аз a quality of the organ, 
tence the contact samardya 


5 Samaveta samavaya—Samaveta-samavaya. (inherence In 
that which is inherent) is a double contact involved in the 
ditect apprehension of the generic nature of sound. The 
generic nature of sound उड in samavaya relation with the par" 
ticular sound heard by the ears and the particular sound heard 
by the ears 23 in затардуй Tanon fsomaceta} wilh the ears ts 
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explamed above Hence the twofold contract involved in the 
perception of sound in general, namely, samavela samavdya 


б Риезапа гїеўүа-ЬҺһаъа {the relation of qualificatior 
and the qualified) ॥5 а peculiar contact involved according to 
the Naiyayikas In perceiving the non-existence of an object. 
When we do not percen e ап object, what we actually perceive 
is the place where the obyect was expected to be, oT should 
have been, with the notion that the object Is not there This 
notion of the non existence of the object 75 the qualification 
(visesana) of the place which 5 qualified (vifesya) by ut 
Hence our percepuen at the moment 45 the perception of the 
| К уу Lg nan existence of the object not percen ed 
१ | = 


contact in the percepuon ot the duse! ve ~ 


The mamn reason for admitting such a kind of contact 
сееп» to be the following The non-existence of an object can 
not directly come inte contact with а sense organ in any of the 
above mentioned five ways, but we cannot deny that there Is 
a direct apprehension of the absence of particular things from 
particular places How does it then take place" The Naiya- 
yikas think that it takes place only in the manner suege ted 
above ‘The \edantists explain the apprehension of non-exis 
tence of objects by а new ртатале, called Anupalabdh: br 
them 


The doctrine of the sixfold contact उ not mentioned IN 
the work of the founder of the Nyava «chool of thought, пате] 
the ४१४१० Sutras of Gautama It उ also not mentioned bv 
the Commentator on the Sutras It seems to be a fea ure of the 
later Nyaya only i 


CHAPTER V 
INFERENCE ( ANUMANA) 


Inference fanumdna) is defined in Tarkasangraha as the 
бағала (indispensable means) of anum) (inferential know” 
ledge) Anumitt (inferential knowledge) is said to be the 
knowledre born of Paramaria (Consideration) Parameria 
(Consideration) is the knowledge of Pakfadharmata with 
Vyapn. Pakjadharmata (the quality of some thng beng а 
pakia} їз the fact that at some place or in some thing (pakta) 
a thing is present which indicates the presence of some thing, 
else which is not actually observed Утре (Invanable Con- 
commtance) is the constant association of one thing with 
another, so that where the one उऊ present the other must also 
be present The thing, the presence of which is observed af 
a place and which indicates the presence of another thing 
which ia not observed, १ called hrga (sign), szdhaka i prover), 
sadhana (the means of proving) and Fyzpya (invariably at- 
compamed by), irom he faci that it is a sign fliunga) or mark 
of the existence of some other thing, that it establishes the 
existence of some other thing, that ut is a means of proving 
the existence of some other thing, and that it is that which has 
been found to be myanably accompanied by some other thing. 
The other thing, the presence of which उ thus indicated, 3 
called by the corresponding names, плет (srgnifed)}, sidhya 
(to be proved) and зудрала (that which pervades or accom- 
panics}, from the fact that ats existence Is indicated or srentfed 
by the thine observed, that its existence there Is to be establish- 
ed or proved by the Vang observed, and that n invariably 
accompanies the thing observed. The thing or place where the 
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hnga 2s observed and the existence of the legi та established 
| called раќа 


An example, which їз the stock example of all Indian 
logicians, will illustrate what has been зад above From a 
distance а man happens to see a column of smoke агле 
from a hil Seemg smoke there on the hill, he remembers 
that wherever there ४३७ smoke there ss fire Не, therefore, 
thinks and concludes that although he does not actually see 
fire there, there must be fire on the hull. The knowledge that 
there ıs fire on the lull is animis (inferential knowledge) = 
агала (peculiar cause} is the апитапа (inference) made here, 
which consists in the Paramarsa that on the hill їз present 
smoke which is invanably accompanied by fre The hill ss a 
рабай and the presence of smoke on the full 3 paksadharmata 
The generalisation that wherever there ss smoke there 25 fire 
Is vyapit Smoke is Пава sadhana, sadhaka, or vyapya. Fire 
is Ju gi sadhya or vyapaka 


To put it in simpler language, Inference (anumana) а the 
means by which we arrive at a knowledge of some thing which 
їз not in direct contact with or range of our senses, by virtue 
of some other thing being perceived which has been in the 
pest found to be invariably accompanied by thing not perceived, 
it gives us an indirect (parofsa} knowledge only It corres 
ponds to that mediate inference which is called 3yllomsm m 
Western Logic The conclusion of а syllogism is the адий 
(inferential knowledge} The major premise (of a syllogism 
jn the figure I) corresponds to syaptt and the minar premise 
to paksadharmats The major and the minor premises con 
sidered together are what is called Paramar,a ( Consideration) 
The muddle term эз the linga, sodhana, sadhaka, оү vyapya, 
the major term उड the tinge, sadfya or vrapaka, the mor term 
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is the pakia There is thus a great deal of sirmlarity between 
the Indian Anumidna and the Western Svllogism. 


TWO KINDS OF INFERENCE 


Inference аз of two kinds according to Tarkasangrahe, 
viz, {l} The inference for one's self (Syirthánumána) and (2) 
The inference for the sake of others fPardrihanumdna). 


The Svárthinumána consists of the following stens:— 


(a) The formulation of а vyapi by repeated observation 
of invariable co-presence, or co-ab«ence, or both, of two things. 
For example, by having repeatedly observed that wherever 
there is smoke there is fire, and wherever there is no fire 
tiere is no smoke, one comes to formulate a rule that «mole is 
always accompanied by fire 


(b) Thé perception of that which is always accompanied 
Ly some other thing, at some place For example, the pereep- 
tion of smoke on a hill. 


(c) The remembrance of the general rule that wherever 
the thing perceved is present. another thing is tnvanably 
preterit. For example, the remembrance of the peneralisaton 
that where there is smoke there is fire. 


td} The consideration that here we are perceiving the 
same thing that as ynvarrably accompanied by some other 
Uung For example, the consideration that on the hill we are 
ptrresing the same hind of smoke that is always accompanied 


Ly fire, 
ir} The conclusion that the thing, the presence of which 
n redeat] by the srn ihata) is present where the Haga is 
present For example, there is fire on the hill 
Having obtained an daferential hnowledze in this way 
„ишен, jf ore wants to convince another person. of the fart. 
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er to communicate the knowledge іо him In a convincing 
manner, he has to put it in such a demonstrative manner as 
will not leave any ray of doubt in the mind of the other person 
This demonstrative presentation of an inference to convince 
another person is called Pararthanumana (inference for the 
sake of others) 


The Svarthanumana may be regarded as the primary and 
ihe psychological process of inference while the Pararthanu 
mana is the secondary and logical process. Тһе latter pre 
supposes and is based upon the former and is only a formal 
expression of it 


THE TIVE PARTS OF A PARARTHANUMANA 


The Pararthanumana consists of five parts, members or 
propositions (avayavas} They are {l} а proposition, 
{Pratijna}, (2) a reason (Hetu), (3) an example (Udaharanc}, 
(4) an application (Upanaya), and (5) a conclusion {Niga 


mann) 


l А Ргайупа (Enunciation or Proposition} з the state 
ment of what is to be demonstrated (sadhya пидеа) Eg, 
there is fite on the hill’ 


2 A Hetu (Reason) m the statement of the presence of 
the mark which enables us to establish the existence of the 
sedirya | Fg. Because there is smoke on the hill” 


з Ап Udaherana (Example} is the statement of the 
generalisation (major premise—vyápri) on which the inference 
i$ based with an example Eg “Wherever there is smoke 
there эз fire, as in а katchen * 


4 An Upanaya (Application) is the statement in which 
the general rule is applied to the particular case in hand Eg 
* The smoke on the hill 33 the same kind of smoke as 33 accom 
panied by fire” 
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5. A Nigamana (Conclusion) is the statement that the 
existence of the lingi is established in the place {pakia}. Ер. 
“There is, therefore, fire, on the bill.” 


These five parts (evayavas) make up a complete demon- 
strative inference (Pararthánumana) or syllogism, according to 
the Narydytkas. There is no doubt that they make the process 
very clear and leave no doubt in the mind of the person before 
whom the argument ४5 placed ft is in this form of а demon- 
strative Inference that all the theorems of Euclid are written. 


Some logicians, however, think and they seem to be right 
in thinking, that the number of the propositions of the syllog- 
ism can be reduced to three without doing any harm to the 
clear demonstrativeness of the syllogism. There is hardly апу 
difference between the Ргайпупа (Enunciation) and the Niga- 
mana (Conclusion). These are the statements of the same 
fact, one, when the fact is only enunciated to be proved and 
the other when it has been proved The Upanaya (statement 
of application of the general rule to the particular case) elso 
seems to be unnecessary when the Reason (Hetu) and the 
Generalisation (vydpti} have already been mentioned Thus 
we are now left with only three propositions or arayatar (paris 
of ryllogr:m), namely, ( 0 either. Pratipiá. (the statement el 
what is to be proved) or Nigamana (the statement of what i5 
inferred Conclusion), 42) Hetu (the reason) or the statement 
of the reason or ground of inferring the fact, and (3) the 
F yaptı такуа or the statement of the generalisation with an 
example, technically called the Udakarana (Exemplification). 
So, there ta a tendency in the later Nawjayikas to hold that only 
three erayatas {propositions or parts or members) ere suffici 
cnt for а demonsiratise inference These three are the 
Pratijnd, the Пеш and the Udiharena 
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These three proposiiohs correspond io the Conclusion, 
the Minor Premise and the Major premi e of the Western 
Syllogism. There :5 only a difierence in the order m which 
they are placed in the Indian and the Western syllogism, 
although the latter їз not very particular about the order In 
the Indian Pardrthanumana we have first th Pratima, then 
the Hetu and then the Udaharana In the Western Syllogisn 
we generally have first the Major Premise v hich corresponds to 
the Udaherana then the Minor Premise which corresponds to 
the Heru and then the Conclusion which 45 the same as the 
Prati ja with the addition of “therefore” 


According to the Western logicians all the three proposi 
tions ate not always "tated in practical thinking One of them 
is generally supressed It їз stated only when we have а 
complete syllogism for the sake of examumng its formal cor 
rectness The suppressed proposition may be any of the three 
The syllogism उ then called an Enthymeme In India too the 
Vedantins the Mimarmsakas, the Buddhists, and the Jones 
think that in usual thinking. only two агаупраз are sufficient 
for an inference, namely, the Ргалупи and the feta The 
Hetu they think, rmphes eventhing required by an inference 
It directly suggests the F yapt: winch may be stated if required 
for the sake of greater clearness 


ANUMANA AND SYLLOGISM 


The compansen al the Pararthanamana with the Aristo 
tehan уор: m should not [ead the student to believe that 
they are absolutely identical on mature There are marked 
diflerences between the two which must be carefully noted. 
The Indian Алигыпа seems to be more natural, practical and 
convincing than the Ati totelian Syl'ogism,— In actual thinking 
we do no argue in the farm of the Aristotelian syllogi m but 
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in the form of Indian Anumdna. The distinction. between 
the Starthanumana and the Pararthanumana ls a real distnc- 
tion that we find in actuel thinking. All our thinking, when 
it is inferential and when ме have not to convince others is In 
the form of the srérthinumina. It is a mixture of induction 
and deduction. When we have to prove something before 
others, either to conyince them or to demonstrate our own 
convictions, the most natural method is to cast our thinking in 
the form oí a pararthaánumana, 


The order of the propositions yn the pararthanumána 75 
more natural and appropriate than in the Aristotelian syllogism. 
It 25 the conclusion of our arguments that उड uppermost In Our 
minds when we demonstrate to others any inference. Unless 
we are clear about the point at issue, we cannot be definite and 
correct with regard to our reasons. There is much hkelihood 
of committing the fallacy of Ignoratio Elenchi. It is why in 
all debates and їп legal Judgments the propositions are sated 
first. The most natural second step in all demonstrative and 
formal thinking must be the Reason (Hetu). When а state" 
ment ४५ made, the truth of which us not yet established and 
about which there may be a doubt in the mind of the hearer, 
it as but natural and wise that it must be supported by a resson. 
In case the hearer is satisfied with the reason or he understands 
the relation of the reason with the statement, the demonstration 
ends. But if the hearer is not satisfied or the relation of the 
reason with, the proposition stated ла not clear ta him, the 
arruet further proceeds and gives а famibar illostration of 
the relation, which i5 too clear to be queshoned. While ging 
the example which as familiar also to the hearer, the arguer 
also states the relation between the sidhaka and the sidhya in 
general terms, eo that there may not remain any trace of doubt 
in the mund of the hearer with regard to the capability of the 
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Reason to prove the Proposition (Pratjna) In case the 
hearer 73 satisfied, the argument stops there But if he is not 
satisfied. or in case 3 too stubborn or too deficient to under 

stand, the arguer proceeds further and makes the actual process 
of inference {рагатага} explicit by stating है m the form of 
the Upanaya {application} What was working implicitly та 
thought becomes explicit now Їп the Upanaya it is made 
clear that the general relation of concomitance of the sadhaka 
and the szdhya, which १ exemplified in the familiar and com 

monly accepted example, holds good also in the present сае 

ft їз some times very essential to make this fact explicit, for at 
з really the soul of the whole process, and the conclusion 
follows from it without any hitch Hence the statement of the 
conclusion ra the end to indicate that there 4 no more doubt 

about the truth of the proposition 


To show the difference between the' two, let us put the 
same argument in the two forms and leave it to the reader to 
judge as to which ४५७ more demonstrative and natural of the 
two —- 


Aristoteltan $5 олут — 
АЙ men are mortal, 
Socrates tsa man, 
Hence Socrates व mortal 
Poarerthunumdna — 
Socrates i4 mortal, 
Because of his being a man, 
АП men have been found to be mortal in the pact ач 
Thales and Zeno ete., 
Socrates ss a man of the rame type, 
{fence he is mortal 


in ea the first two or three propositions conynce the 
hearer the rest of the aroyaras may be left out 
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Take another example, from Indian Logic: 


Parürthanumána:— 


There एड fire on the hill; 
- For there is smoke seen there, 
Wherever there is smoke there is fire, as In a kitchen; 
The same kind of smoke as 75 accompanied invariably by 
fire is seen here, 


Hence there must be fire on the hall. 


Aristotehan Syllogism:— 
All things having smoke are such that have fire; 
The hill is such that has smoke; 
flence the hill Js such that has fire 


PURVAVAT, SESAVAT AND SAMAINYATODHISTA 


From the point of view of the basis of inferring, inference 
has been divided into three lands, namely, Pürracvat, Seravat 
and Simanyatodriste, The first two of them have been inter" 
preted in two different ways. 


l. The Pérvacat Anuména, according to one interprets 
tion, is an inference from a cause to an effect. E.g., the infer- 
ence that jt will rain from the observation of dark clouds and 
sultry weather. According to another interpretalion, ib 25 ал 
inference оп the ground of what has been observed before. 
(The bieral meamng of “pfrverar” is “as before”). Eg, the 
inference that there उड Gre on the hill, because there is amoke 
there, based on the past experience that wherever there И 
smoke there Is fire. 


2. The Sesaiat Anumana is, arcording to one interprets 
tion, an inference from a cause to an effect, Eg., the inference 
that it muet hare rained from the observation of flooded rivers. 
According to another interpretation, it means an inference 
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based on the “fesa”—temainder or residue Eg, sound Is 
ether a substance, or а quality, or an action [t is neither a 
substance, nor ап action, therefore itis а quahty Tt appears 
to be a land of a Disjunctive Syllogism, In which one alternative 
is affirmed by the ehmnation (demal) of other possible ones. 


3 The Samanyatodrista Anumana їз an inference based 
on the observation and recogmiion of the genene nature or 
common aspect of things When an inference उ made on the 
basis of some Jdenhty m otherwise different things, it ४5 called 
the samanyatodrista anumana It closely resembles the mfer 
ence by Analogy in the Western Inductive Logic Eg, colour 
із a quality, її resides їп а substance Buddit (knowledge} 
3 also a quality, hence it must alo reside in a substance 
Hence there їз a soul which is the substance in which buddht 
resides Or, to take another example grasping їз an action, 
It requires an instrument, namely, the hand ‘Seeing is also an 
action, therefore, it also requires the use of an instrument, 
namely, the eye 


This kind of inference is specially used with regard to 
supersensuous matters We reason about the supersensuous 
matters on the analogy ої what з= found im the sphere of the 
$ensnons, 


ANUMITI (INFERENTIAL KNOWLEDGE) 


The knowledge we acquire through the process of 
Anumana 55 called Anumu {inferential knowledge) — [t as re 
garded by the Naiyavikas as a kind of parokia (indirect) 
knowledge, as distinguished from the pratyal а (direct) know 
ledie In the direct knowledge the object known ३३ їп contact 
with the sense-organs (jnanendriyas) But the object of 
nferential knowledge їз not in contact with the sense organs 
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of the knower. What із in contact with the senses is another 
object, which is a sign of the presence of the inferred object. 
The perceived object is the sign of the unperceived one on the 
basis of the past experience 


Our inferential knowledge will be valid only in so far 23 
the perceived object guarantees the existence of the unper- 
ceived one, And this depends on the correctness of the vyapt 
(rule of concemstance). If there їз any limitation. (арі) 
under which the vyapti holds good, the negligence of the condi- 
tion or limitation {ирей} will falsify the inference. For 
example, if we have come to generalise that wherever there is 
fire with wet fuel, there is smoke, and by observing Gre only, 
without taking care whether wet fuel їз also present along 
with it, we jump to the conclusion that there must be smoke 
in the place where fire is present, we shall be committing а 
mistake.‘ We have overlooked a very umportant condition or 
limitation (upgdhi} So, we should always try to see whether 
our generalisations аге absolute or conditional 


The Chirwskas do not admit the validity of inferennal 
knowledze, because they think that there зз hardly any typi 
which ys not conditional. Wile stating the vyaptis, we neglect 
the conditions Hence all inferences based on them are doubt 
ful They also say that all generalisations are only probable 
and uncertain. For, however careful we may be in formulating 
them, we cannot be absolutely certain about them. Moreover, 
there is no guarantee that what has been true an the past will 
also be true in the future. Even зЁ a vyapti is carefully arrived 
at by freeing it from all known conditions or limitations, there 
will always be a difficulty im ascertaming whether the haga 
observed क of the same nature that is ynvariably accompanied 
by the s3dhya, Identity of the лра, and not similarity to а, 
will ensure the existence of the sddhya. Identity is not easy 


87 


to get. Similarity would not serve the purpose — ft is said of 
a Charwaka philosopher that to convince bis wife of the 
futity of mference as a source of vald knowledge, he made 
some marks on the ground in front of his deor at night, 
which very closely resembled those of the feet of a wolf 
The wife «eens the marks next motning, exclaimed that 
there had been a wolf last might at ther door The hus 
band laughed at her belief in the validity of inference, and 
justified his assertion that we can never be sure that inferential 
knowledge Js correct. There ts much truth in the criticism of 
the Chirnakas All our inferences must be regarded as pro 
bable until verified by actual experience. {perception} More- 
yer, Ње Charwakas further point out, im case we are sure of 
the identity between the hnga of the generalisation and the 
пла observed in the paksa at the time of the inference, there ıs 
hardly any new knowledge gained. ही. ıs only a kind of re 
membrance In the past where the Dingo existed, the fing: also 
existed By the «ight of the linga here we are reminded of the 
presence of the плот, because we have эп the pact often observed 
them together А eunilar position has been taken by Hume tu 
modern thought. 


The only satisfactory reply that the Naliyayikas have been 
able to give to such an attack of the Charwakas against their 
position of admitting the validity of inferential khnowledge, їз 
that a generalisation 5 not merely based on enumeration of 
instances or on repeated observation of the case in which it 
holds good, but on a supersensible vision of an expert observer 
who intuitsvely apprehends the general principle {гудрон} exist 
ing embodied in particular instances. in this peculiar siston 
called the Samanyalakiana pratyasott: {the sypercensble know 
ledge of the universal aspect of things}, the туар is appre 
hended directly in spite of из being found to be existing уа 
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particular cares The universal is not separable, but surely 
distinguishable from the individuals in which.it always exists. 
Jn mathematics we always think in terms of the universal’, but 
three universals never exist except in the particular individuals. 
The inferential knowledge is not a mere remembrance, because 
the presence of the sidhya in the pakía was not known before. 
What was known is that wherever the hnga is present the 
sadhya is present. But the knowledge that the sadAya is pre- 
sent here in this pakía is absolutely a new knowledge. Ard 
it із this knowledge that matters and not the general principle. 
If a man takes potassium cyanide he dies ts a general truth 
which has been definitely ascertained. No body is startled by 
this piece of hnowledze But when ] know that a particular 
man has taken potasium cyanide and therefore he Is certain to 
dic, it is absolutely a new piece of knowledge. Thus inference 
does рте ua new knowledge. It 25 not merely the reinstatement 
of the past knowledce. It ss not always а probable knowledge. 
Very often it is quite certam, and the certainty of the knowledge 
ts In proportion to the universality and aboluteness of the 
vrop': on which at is based. 


CHAPTER VI 


THE METHODS OF ARRIVING АТ A VYAPTI 


We have seen that in an inference the existence. of a 
sadhya (major term) on a раја (minor term) is established 
only on the ground of there being a relation of invariable con 
сотмапсе {туар} between the sadha/a (middle term) and 
the «edhya (major term) И there is no ryupti there can be 
no inference If the mpapt: ts wrong the inference will be 
wrong If the vyapti is conditional or limited in Из scope, the 
inference vill be valid only under the condition or limitation 
Hence we should have valid and unconditional Uyapéts ( genera 
lisations} at our command їп order that our inferences may be 
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Man i$ а generali ing animal He generalises at every 
moment and at ever) step of his hfe Bot most of his general: 
tations are apt fo be invalid. because he does not take sufficient 
precaution and care lo generalise correctly Popular know 
ledge consists of countless generahsations which are false 
Hence there ४३ a need of an enquiry into the most proper 
method of generalisation This enquiry has developed Into э 
science called Inductise Lome in the West, Jtg tery im 
portant branch of knowledge because и investigates into the 
correct methods of scientific thinking which ts полу more 
than srriing at correct generalisations abou! the ma ute of 
objects known hy us Correct methods of Fenerahisation lead 
us to scientific knowledze which tis cf aracterised by Unnera] 
му objective validity and eapaciy to predict Correctly wher 
wrong methods lead us to euperuitions which hay, no obiect n 
validity and which are not universally accepted, нуе 
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is arrived at throuzh this method. АП knowable things are 
found to hase been named. Only such positive in-tances—in 
which the presence of both the baga (knowahility) and the 
sadhya (namealihty) are available. There are no negative 
instances m which the sidhya {mameability}) and the inga 
(knowability) are absent, avarlable in this case. No instance 
can be found of the negative t yzpti, “whatever is not nameable 
is not 2n object of knowledge", as whatever instances would be 
quo'ed would certainly be already objects of knowledge and 
stated in words (зе. named). The brea which owes Из imgatve 
(quality of being а haga) to а eyapt: arrived at by this method 
is called kevalaniayt. For example, in the ference “the jar 
ja nameable because it उप knowable, as whatever я an object of 
knoweldze u nameable, as a tree", the Hinga, “being an ohyect 
of knowledge (knowable)" उ kevaZinvayi, because it is based 
on a rycpt: arrived at through the positive instances only. The 
anumana based on the туар discovered by this method ss called 
the keralinvay: anumine This method corresponds to Mill's 
method of Agreement. 


THE KEVALAVYATIRERT METHOD 


The Keralavyotireki is the method of establishung a vyápti 
on the observation of mere fAerala! co-absence ( vyatireka] 
of two thing. The invariable concomitance here r stated 
only in a negative way—wherever the sedya J3 absent the 
linca is also abcent.—22 it у only the absence of both of them 
that comes under our observation. The method ss called 
kevalavyatireli, the bnga based on the vyap discovered by 
this method ys called the fevala-vyanrek; linga, and ihe алы: 
mira based on such a hinga is called the &evalavyatireki ani- 
mana, To illustrate the Eeralaryatireki anumana the following 
exemple is given in the Tarkasangraha; “Earth differs from 
other elements (water, gir, ete.) because it has smell: that which 
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Of the above methods, the first, viz, the anvayavyatirelt 
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arrived at by the observation of merely the positive instances. 
No real discovery is made through the third method, the 
kevalavyatireki, From the co-absence of two things in a num- 
ber of instances we can infer nothing abont their co-presence. 
This method only seems to have been formulated for the ptr- 
pose of giving an air of demonstrative certamty to some uni- 
versal pr opositions which cannot themselves be shown ta be 
proved by more universal ones The vrapi and the pratijna, 
however differently from each other they may be stated, are 
substantially the same tn the Aevalavvatirek: anumánas quoted 
above. This ıs quite apparent from the fact that the оле is 
the contrapositive of the other The progress of thought in 
the inferences, quoted above, does not seem to be, as it normally 
should, from the vyapti to the prafijnd Jt is from the pratijna 
to the vyapn, which js only coined m order to prove the former. 
The proposition to be proved, im the first example, тз that ‘earth 
js different from other substances’, and the hetu given із that 
it has smell. Now in order to prove this, they state the same 
proposition only in а different form, that ‘whatever has not 
emell is not earth, It is on account of this reason, that many 
logicrans do not admit the kevalatvatirekz method. 


THE VYAPAKA AND THE VYAPYA 


When we ditcover an invanable concomitance (vyapti), 
we find that the extension of the linga and the sidhya is not 
always the same. [t very often happens that the szdAya 3s 
more extensive oF pervasive [һал the lage, although it has beer 
observed to be present wherever the nga is present, Our 
observation does пог guarantee against the existence of the 
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sadhya without the Anga Eg Itis true that wherever there 
is smoke, there is fire, but fire may be found to be present 
where there is no smoke. This i3 the reason why the sadhya 
is also called the vyapaka (the pervader) and the kaga is called 
the mapya (the pervaded) Тһе major, middle, and minor 
terms af Western Logic are algo called so on account of the 
same reason 


UPADHI 


The krega should be in invariable concomitance with the 
sadhya wncondionally In case there 3s any condition 
(upzdke} under which alone the linge 75 in concomitance with 
the sadhya, the vyapt should be stated with the condition 
(upadh:) МИ not go stated, the inference based on the руар 
wil not be always valid An example of a condshonal руарі 
ts that wherever there is fire torth wet fuel there is smoke 
Here being accompanied with wet fuel is the upadhr (condi 
tion) [tis under this condition or within this limitation alone 
that we can infer the existence of smoke from the observed 
existence of fire In this inference smoke ts the sadiya fire 
is the linga and wet fuel з= the upadhi = [t उड evident that in 
such a case the upadhs always accompanies the sadhya but does 
not always accompany the haga Hence some logicians have 
defined upadh: as ‘that which constantly accompames the 
sadhya but does not always accompany the sadhaka (linga)" 
Wet fuel always accompanies smoke which 35 the sadhya here, 
but does not always accompany fire, which is the sedkalc or 
finga in this vyapri— wherever there 3 fire with wet fuel there 
js smoke ° 


The condition 38 of two kinds namely, that of which we 
are sure, and the other of which we are not sure but which we 
suspect. Some times there is a condition of which we are 
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neither sure nor suspicious Its due to the last kind of condi- 
tion that some of our generalisations of which we ate certain 
happen to be falsified by subsequent experience. 


SAPAKSA AND VIPAKSA INSTANCES 


In the Anraya-vyatreki method of establishing a vyépt. 
we find that there are two sets of cases observed One, Im 
which the Inga md the sadhya are found to be present together, 
and the other iv which both of them are found to be absent 
together. The former are technically called the ѕораҝіа 
(similar) instances, and the latter the vipakía (contrary) in- 
stances, with reference to the vvapti. ‘The хараба instances 
of the vydptz, wherever there ts smoke there 5 fire, are a kitchen, 
а railway engine, a factory, and an oven etc., where there are 
smoke and fire, and the vrpakía instances are, a lake, a study" 
room, a library, and & drawing room еіс, where there is neither 
fire nor smoke 


CHAPTER VII 


THE ESSENTIAL CHARACTERISTICS OF A VALID LINGA 


We have seen that the linge їз of three hands namely, the 
anvaya-vyatireli, the levalanvayy and the Kerelavyahrekr Let 
us now note the essential characteristics that every linge must 
possess эп order that Jt may be valid 


The anvayaryanrek, linge must possess the following five 
characteristics in order that it may become capable of estab 
hishing a sadhya — 


(I) Pahsadharmattam—presence in the paksa The Апра 
must be found to be present зп the subject (рай ќа) about which 
the зпїететсе 25 to be made te, im which the existence of the 
sadhya эз to be established As for example to infer that a 
hil has fre, the liege namely, smoke must be known to Бе 
actually present за ihe ЫН Tf nat, the inference would not 
be possible 


Violation of this condition. gives rie to the defect called 
анак {anconclusiveness} 


(2) Sapakse sattvam—presence in sapaksa {similar} in 
stances The huga must be already known to be existing an 
the cases where the sedhya is present Аз for example, smoke 
is found ta be present in a kitchen or an engine etc If the 
finga is found absent from any of such sirmlar (sapafsa} in 
stances, the vyapti of the hinga and the sudAye would become 
faulty 


(3) Vepaticdsjpavriti—absence from the contrary 
(етра) instances The hoga must be already known to he 
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non-existent in all the cases from where the sadhya is found 
absenf. As for example, the absence of smoke from a lake. If 
this condition эз not fulfilled, the vyapti would not be valid. 


Violation of these two conditions gives rise to the defect 
(dora) called tyabhichara (discrepancy). 


(4) Abidhiarisayatuam—non-contradiction of what is to 
be proved by another stronger proof or by facts. There 
should be no ground more efficient and acceptable to deny the 
presence of the sadhya which аз alleged to be invariably accom- 
panied by the bnga present an a pekin. That ws to say, the 
presence of the szdhya should in no case Ht invalidated by any 
other more authoritative means of proof (perception or fabda). 
Nor should the szdhya be apparently absurd. As for example, 
any ground offered to establish coldness of fire would involve 
this deficiency Violation of this condition gives rise to а 


defect called budha (absurdity) 


(3) Asatpranpakiatiam—absence of a counter-balancing 
reason. This characteristic means that there should be nothing 
else present in the pakia along with the лра, which is mran- 
ably connected with the absence of the thing whose presence 
we are going to establish As for example, the observation 
of smoke on a hill, whale it з raining there, cannot ensure the 
presence of fire which might have been extinguished before the 
column of smoke disappeared. Violation of this condition 
gives rise to a defect called satpratipak:atz (counter-balance) 


In the case of the other two lingas, the Keralinzayi and 
the Ketalavyatireli, however, only four of these characteristics 
should be found if the linga डे to be valid. In the Kezalinray: 
linge, the third characteristic, namely £ipol£at vysiritti cannot 
be found, because there are no tipakía instances in that case. 
In the kerala куйше inga the second characteristic ,viz., 
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sapakie sais tam cannot be had, for there ате по sapakisa in 
stances avatalle, 


With these two exceptions, all the above mentioned charac 
terictics are necessary for alinga The deficiency of a hnga 
i any one of these Буе characteristics mses rise to a fault in 
inference which makes the Aefu advanced a faulty one (dusta 
hetu) with only an appearance of a hetu fhetvabhasa ) 


CHAPTER Vill 


HETY ABH ASAH (FALLACIOUS REASONS) 


The word fetzibhdsa can be interpreted in two ways. 
Firstly, аз an invalid Ае appearing аз a vald one, Le 
something looking hke a ketu, bnt lacking in some or all of 
the characteristics of a true one (hetutat abhdsate). Secondly, 
as a fault in the ketu, (hetavablusa at Retudasa) which would 
literally mean a fallacy or a defect underlying a ketu and 
making it invalid. The fivefold division of hetyabhasag given 
in the Tarkasangraha seems to be based on the second meamng 
of the term, for it suggests the five mam defects that may spoil 
а ketu bnga, The five hetzabhasas, namely, Saryachichara, 
Viruddha, Satpratipakía, Asiddha and Bádhua involve five 
chief deferts of a beiu, namely, Vyahbichdra {Dascrenancy), 
Viradha (Contradiction), — Pratipalíatà (Counterbalance) 
Asiddht (Inconclusiveness) and Badha (Absurdity) 


THE SAVYABHICHARA НЕТО 


The Savyabhichjra (Discrepant) Reis hterally means that 
hetu which 3nvolves a discrepancy (vyabAichdra) in the gon- 
comitance of the Ёлда and the sadhya Fhe hinga cocmsts with 
the sadhkya, not invarsably, but only in some cases. The serya- 
bhichára helu coexists sometimes with the sidhyc, sometimes 
with absence of the sidh3a, but not always with either. Tt з de- 
fective owing to the lack of either or both of the second and the 
third characteristics of a valid Аеш, namely, sapakíe sartzam 
and cipaliadvyaárrütih; and thus makes the conclusion uncer" 
tain and doubtful Such a Аеш may establish the sidiya as well 
аз its opposite, for it n not invariably concomitant with either 
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Ibe presence or the absence of the sadhya exclusively As for 
example, when at Js said that sound उड eternal because st cannot 
be touched In this сасе we no doubt find that the vyaptr is 
negatively true in the case of a table, etc, because we know 
that a table, or a book etc , 23 such that can be touched and 23 not 
eternal And зп the case of, atma (self) we find that зї व pos 
lively true, because the self is not touchable as well as eternal 
But on the contrary, we also find that though knowledge is not 
capable of being touched yet xt is not eternal So that the hetu 
here advanced, namely, non touchableness 33 coexistent not only 
with eternity but alo with its absence As the Аеш is coexis 
tent with the presence as well as the absence of the sedhya, 
which are contradictones (antas or extremes), the name 
anaikantila эв also given to it, which ЇпетаПу means “not con 
песйизд itself with one extreme exclusively " 


THREE KINDS OF SAVYABHICHARA HETU 


The Savyabhichare hetu is of three kinds, namely, the 
Sadharana, the Asadharana and the Anupasamhars 


(I) The Sadhurana (too wide) hetu is that invahd Аеш 
which १४ observed in both the гераЁйа and the vipakse instances, 
re which coexists both with the presence of the sadhya and with 
(s absence А» for example, “the mountain has fire because it 
33 knowable" The reason given here, namely, knowabuility, i5 
found to be present in things having fire, as kitchen etc , as well 
a» in things that have no fire, as a lake There is no reason why 
there should be inference of fire on the ground of knowabihty 
In preference to that of ats absence, Нерсе the Dietz 78 invalid, 
being too wide in extension 


(2) The Asadhsrave (too narrow) Ае! Js just the opposite 
of the sodaarasc Jt is that invalid. Аеш witch Is observed 
neither In the sapakfa пог in the wpaksa instances Of course, 
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the absence from the vipakfa instances is an essential character- 
istic of a valid hetu, hut the fault of a savyabhichára hefu con 
sists ш being so widely absent as not to be found even in the 
sapaükía instances, In other words there is no such instance 
found which can be quoted as a sapakía one, for the hetu hap- 
pens to be a peculiar characteristic of the pakta alone and exists 
nowhere else. How can then а sapakía dristánta be found? As 
for example, ‘sound is eternal because it тз audible", In this 
case audthilty is a charactenstic peculiar to sound and can be 
present no-where else but in it alone So all the sapakic in- 
stances, ether, self, ete, which are eternal, lack in audibility. 
Hence, there पडे no ground for the establishment of а vydpit 
between audibihty and eternity. 


(3) The Anupasamhart (non-exclusive) fetu is that штапа 
hetu which cannot allow арабда or ttpakfa instances to be 
quoted by virtue of ns having “all things? аз из pahta (sub- 
ject). The term “all things” ts so wide and inclusive that 
nothing is left out to serve as a sapakia or vipakia stance and 
hence the name, non-exclusive; e.g "All things are transitory 
because they are known’ 


THE VIRUDDHA HETU 


The Firuddha (self-contradictiug) ketu is that invalid het 
which, though offered to establish a sádhya, actually prove 
the non existence of the sádhya by virtue of its beng invariably 
connected with the negation of the sidAya. For instance, in ал 
inference, “sound 35 eternal because it js produced’, the 
ground offered, namely, “being produced”, ts in reality in- 
variably connected with non-eternity, but never with eternity. 
For, the general rule 3s that the producible i5 destructible. This 
kind of invalid Aetu does not exist In the sapakia instances 
where it should, but existe, on the contrary, in the iipakie in- 
stanres. where it should not 


"गे 


The PiruddAa hetu is to be distinguished from the sad 
rana savyabhichara hetu on the ground of its never being pre- 
sent In sapaksa instances which the latter always does, and 
from the asadharana savyahhichare hett by reason of its exist 
tine m vipakía cases which the latter never does. The Viruddha 
differs from the savyabfAtchara in general mainly in that in 
the latter the рупр їз only imperfect or defective whereas in 
the former it js actually self contradictory ‘Devadatta is a 
scholar, because he is а man, would involve vyabhuchara as 
the vyaptt between man hood and scholarship is not perfectly 
correct, but if we say that water Js cool because it is put on fire, 
ifis а case of virodha 


THE SATPRATIPAKSA HETU 


The Satpratipaksa (counter balanced) hetu —If at the 
time of advancing a particular Aetu for the establishment of 
the existence of a particular sadhya, there happens to be pre 
sent before us another ground {hetu} which seeks to prove 
the non existence of that very sedye there Безу по over 
whelmung strength on the «ade of the first fret to establish 
Ms sudhya, the former hetu às called safpratipaisa As for 
example ‘sound is eternal because it is audible’, and ‘sound is 
non eternal because i£ उव produced In these two inferences 
the conclusion of the one їз contradicted by the conclusion of 
the other, so the heru of the one Js said to neutralise the force 
of that of the other Hence the first hetu 5 called a counter 
balanced reason ‘The mvalid keiu 23 named satpratipakia 
only so long as its force зз neutralised by the other Aetu, but 
when the other kefu becomes stronger and more capable of 
proving the contradictory fact, it ceases to be saipratipak.a and 
becomes Dada absurd} 


The Satpratipaksa fete is to be distinguished from the 
viruddha by the fact that an the case of the siruddha the one 
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and the same ketu proves the contradictory of what it ought to 
prove, whereas in the case of the satpratipakía jt is another het 
{hetvintara) which proves the contradictory of the sadiya. 
That is the virzddha hett эз irreconcilable with the sadhya in 
the same anumina while the satpratipalía Кеги is inconsistent 
with the sédfiya in а counter inference. 


THE ASIDDIIA HETU 


The Asiddha (inconclusive) ketu involves the fault 
estddhi, which is a drawback in the рагатага. Paramaria. 
has been defined as vyáptiviutapatiadharmatajzanam, and thus 
consists of three factors, namely, pakfasd, pakiadharmeata and 
vydpt: The unestablshment (asiddhi) of any of them will 
give nize to one of the three forms of this fallacy, namely, the 
Asrayasiddha, the Syarzpasiddha and the vyapyetrasiddha hetu. 


(I) The Afrayasddhe (inconclusive on account of the wn- 
reality of the aíraya or pakia) hetu зз that invalid Аш which 
seeks to establish. a sadhya in а pakis which itself 35 unreal or 
Imaginary. Опе of the characteristics of a valid ketu, аз has 
been seen above, is pakiadharmaig which means that the kets 
must be known as actually existing in the pakia, But how can 
it be known to be existing in a pakia winch itself उफ amaginary 
or unreal” Hence the unreality of a pakía In any inference 
would ро azainst one of the chief characteristics of a valid Леп, 
and would make it invalid and incapable of giving mse to any 
valid concluston. As for example, *a ghost breathes because it 
has hie, whatever has life breathes, аа а men’, There is no ag- 
reenent of opinion on the very existence of a ghost, and so it 3s 
quite absurd to assign any keru to the preence of Ше in it, 

“which cannot be present in it simply because jt itself is unreal. 


— 
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cated Тһе sly lotus can be a flower only when it as in exis 
tence But there is no existence of ashy lotus as such Hence 
the feta atinbuted to it 25 dfrayduddha, 


(2) The Srarupanddha finconclusne оп account of sts 
incompatibility with the pakfa} ketu occurs when the nature of 
the Дер as auch that it cannot abide m the pakla This hind 
of hetu ys inconclueive, because it cannot be found to exist in 
the palia not because the pakía ts unreal, аз in the previous 
case, but because it cannot by its very nature belong to the 
ра? fa which may be real Thus às. also a defect in the first 
charactenstic of a sald Аеш, namely, pakfadharmatiam, be- 
cause it demands that the ketu must be found present in the 
palia, but af the nature of the Беш з incompatible with that 
of the pakla nis imposable to be present there As for inst 
ance, ‘the fake as full of fire, because it Is full of smoke, 
whereser there 33 smoke there 2s fre, as in a kutchen’ In thas 
case it is quite evident that the Aeru («moke) will not give 
any conclusion, simply because st js itself not present in the 
paisa (lake), and о उड unreal The Лего may be real in itself, 
as in the present example, yet what 3 required to make it 
capable of proving the existence of the sadhya is its pakra 
dharmatva зе its actual presence In the pakia 


(3) The } yapyettusiddha {inconclusive on account of a 
conditional v3aptc) — This kind of азил: occurs when, al 
though the pakfa is real, and the hetu mien also їз present in 
the раа yet the оүгри to which it owes its Деш is not uni 
versally true which के should necessarily be So, an invalid 
Беи i5 said to be vyapyatiznddha when the fact of its being 
invariably accompanied (vyápyatta] by the sadhya has not 
been sufficiently established, or, when the invariability, being 
only conditional or admutting of limitations, is taken to ће 
quite unconditional an из scope. As for example, эл the in 
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ference, ‘sound it perishable because it exists; whatever exists 
is perishable, as a cloud, the fault lies in the fact that the re- 
lation of the vydpti between existence. and perishability, on 
which the conclusion is based, has not already been sufficiently 
established (asiddha). And in Не inference, ‘the mountain has 
smoke because it has fre; wherever there is fire there їз smoke, 
the «inti, ‘wherever there за Gre there ४३ smoke, which ig the 
ground of the inference here, is not universally true, Ik is true 
only in certain cases where a condition (upadhij, namely, 
‘fire being accompanied with wet fuel’, i present. To forget 
such conditions which alone make a ryüpti vahd, would be a 
source of fallacy, just as in the case of a man residing at 
Benares, our inference that he is a great scholar would be a 
mistaken one, for a man [wing at Benares becomes a scholar 
only when he studies dhheently Such à wyiph xs ealled 
sopadfika or conditional 


The rondihon which enables the hetu to be invariably 
accompanied by the sadhva їз technically called upadht The 
presence of wet fuel with fire and of diligent study In the case 
of a man residing at Benares are examples of upidhi Орла 
is defined in Tarkasangraka аз sudhyavydpolatre sati sádhaná- 
tydpaka upadhih, ह. a condition i that which invariably 
accompantes the thing to be proved (szdhya) but does not 
always accompany the sadhana (Inga) In the above example, 
fire : the linga and smoke is the sddfiya, wet fuel 2% the 
араа. Wet fuel always accompantes smoke when the latter 
is present in fire, but वां is not invanably present with fire. 
(See р ]290!, 


THE БАШТА HETU. 


The fadhua (absurd—hterally, cortrsdicted) Лео: Л 
hetu becomes bódhita when we already know, on the ground 
of either perception or any other more authoritative means of 
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knowledge, that the sddhya, which the ketu їз alleged to esta 
blish, does not actually exist in the pelfa In such cases, the 
het advanced becomes really absurd, on account of ats futile 
attempt to establish the existence of things which are definitely 
known to be nonexistent. As for instance, any Aetu given to 
prove coldness of fire, would be absurd, for the possession of 
coldness hy fire, їз amainst perceptual evidence, which Js of 
course more authoritatne than any inference 


The Bodhua hetu differs from the Saforanpakfa эп the 
fact that the sadha in it is actually disproved by another 
stronger proof, while in the sarprattpaAJa there а5 по «uch 
badha {eantradiction} of the sodhya by a stronger proof, but 
only counterbalancing of the forces of the two inferences, nei 
ther of which prevails over the other But as «oon as one of 
them prevails, the safpratipatia hetu becomes badhita 


MB The reader should remember that the term feta 
has often been used by Indian logicians for the Laga П has 
pot been excluasel) uted for the second of the five mayas 
{proposition} of a pararthanumuna, as I should have been 
done to avoid confusion 


OTHER FALLACIES 


The Бега ынак (Eallsctes af the Reason or fallacious 
Reasons) аге not the only fallacies pointed out by Indian 
fogicians althouvh thee alone are mentioned in Tarkasan 
graha, Like the hettubhisgs some lecicians point out the 
obhasas of the other terms and parts ferayeras) of sylogism. 


Dicniza, a grea! Puddhut losicisn, mentions several 
binds of Pakwbhisss (fa'lacres of the minor term) or fallacies 
with regard to the thesis to be proved (Pretijs3]— А pranynd 
73 fallacious accotdirg to him (апа also sccordinz to S ddha 
sena Diwakara, а Jain lopiesan) when st ss fl) incompatible 
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with perception, (2) incompatible with other inferences, (3) 
incompatible with the public opinion, (4) incompatible with 
one's own doctrine, (5) incompatible with one’s own state- 
ment and (6) incapable of being proved, ete. Both these 
logicians also mention several kinds of Dritantabkasas ( falla- 
cies of the Example). The main kinds of the Dristantabhases 
mentioned by them are two, namely, the Sadharmya-drisranta- 
bhasa and the Vaidharmyadristantabhása, the former referring 
to the sapakia and the latter to the vtpaksa instances 


Gautama, the author of the Nydya Siiray, mentions & 
number of other fallacies, most of which are committed In 
debates, under the heads of Jat: (irrelevent arguments) and 
Nigrekasthinas (weak-poits in arguments). Не potnts out 
24 kinds of Jats most of which are arguments based on false 
or far-fetched analogy and wrong disusctions, and 22 kinds 
of weak points (Nigrahasthines} of arguments where defeat 
js Inevitable. Some of the latter are the formal fallacies of 
the Reason (Aetvábhasas); others are various forms of what 
is called Ignoratio Elenchi by the Western logicians, Eg; 
Pratunantara (shifting the proposition) and Arthantara 
(changing the topic) correspond to “Shifting the Ground" of 
the Western logrcrans. Avisnatariha roughly corresponds to 
ürgumentum ad ignorantium 


Under the head of Chhale (verbal trickery} Gautama 
mentions three fallactea which correspond to Equivoralion, 
Accident and Figure of speech (used їп somewhat differert 
sense from how it उ explamed by Western logxcians) with 
‘the difference that chhala 75 committed consciously to deceive 
the other party. They are Vék-chhela—trick of equivocation 
of worda, Simanya Chhala—a trick based on confusion of the 
particular or individual (specific) and the general {generic} 
reaning of the terms, and the Upachara chhala--a trick based 
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on the confusion of figurative and feral meanings of the 
terms 


There are four other fallacies which are aiten pointed. 
out by centes m the arguments of their adversaries, namely, 
Aimairaya, Anyonya raya Chakraha and Anavastha, which 
respectively correspond to Begging the Question, Aysteron 
proteron and circulus it demonstrando (reasoning in a circle} 
—Íorms of Репо Princapn <Atmafraya їз committed when 
the hetu is the same аз рғайула in a different form, Anyonys 
sraya is committed when In an argument the truth of the 
Pratima {thesis} depends upon that of the Hetu (Reason), 
and the truth of the Reason in turn depends upon that of the 
Pranjna That эз the Proposition (thesis) and the Reason 
mutually support each other Chafreka is committed when 
in à cham of inferences we establish a conclusion at the end, 
which उऊ already assumed as а ketu at the outset We return 
in sich а case from where we start Anatastha or arguing 
ad wifiratum occurs when the hetu of an inference is such that 
it itself requires to Бе ectablished by another kein, and that 
hetu by another, that by another, and so on ad infinitum, во 
that the entire cham of inferences rests on an unestablished or 
not self evident foundation The hetu in every correct inle- 
rence must be such as is acceptable to one before whom a 
proposition is to be demonstrated 


The Jain logicians point out seven other fallacies which 
arise by unduly emphasing or exclusively accepting а parti 
cular point of view (See Chapter AIJ) They are —({L) 
Neigamabhasa when one makes a fake abstraction between * 
the genene and the specific nature of things, (2) Sangraha 
Lhasa, when one lays undue emphasis on the genene nature 
of things and regards И аз the essential aspect of them, neglect 
ing the specific characteristics (3) Vyarohursbhasa, when one 
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las undue emphasis on the specific characteristics of things 
and identifies them with the things, neglecting altogether their 
generic nature; (4) Asjusatrabhdsa, when one emphasises too 
much the momentary nature of things and regards it as their 
essence, neglecting their permanent and abtdine characteristics. 
(3) Sabdabhasa, when one lays undue emphasis on the gram- 
malical aspects of terms (gender, number, etc.), neglecting 
their meamngs; (6) Samablurudhdbhasa, when one lays too 
much emphasis оп the etymological meanings of terms, neg- 
lecting the actually prevalent sense in which they are used, and 
(7) Evambhstabhzsa, when one emphasises too much the 
functional aspect of things and regards the function as the 
very essence of them. 


Thus, to bring them all together, the most important of 
the fallacies pointed. out by Indian [ogicians are:— 


l. Paekübhasas (fallaces of the Pakía or Pranna], 
Hetvabhasas (fallacies of the Heri); 

3. Dririntibhdsas {fallacies of the Example); 

4 fats (fallacies of false Analogy and Distinction) , 

5 Pratijndntera and Arthantara (Shifting the Ground); 

6 Mdrijnaliriha (Argumentum ad ignorantium), 

т Fak-Chhala (fallacv of Equivocation), 

8 sSamdnya Chhala (fallacy of Accident); 

9 Upechare-Chhala {fallacy of Figure of Speech, when 
literal and figurative senses are confused); 

]O. Atmäiraya (Begmng the Question), 

Il  Anyenyás nya fllysteron Proteron); 

* 2, Chakraia t Árgument in a circle}, 

3 Anatastha {Argumentum ad infinitum). 

[4  Aarramábhisa (fallacy of Abstraction); 

I5  Sangrohabhasa (fallacy of undue emphasis on the Gene 


ric nature): 
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l6 Jyareharabhasa {fallacy of undue emphasis on tnc 
Specific nature} , 

I7 Rrjusutrabhasa (fallacy of undue emphasis on the Mo 
mentary nature), 

l8  Sabdabhasa (fallacy of undue emphasis on the Gramma 
tical aspects of terms), 

79 Samobhirudhabhasa (fallacy of undue emphasis on the 
Etymological meaning of terms), 

20 E:vambhutabhasa (fallacy of undue emphasis on the 
Functional aspect) 


REDLCTION OF OTHER FALLACIES TO HETVABHASAS 


It эз however curious that not only Tarkasangraha but 
also other works written by modern Indian logicians make 
no mention of other fallacies than the Hetvabhasas (fallacies 
of the hetu or fallacious Reasons) ‘They might have probably 
thought that all fallacres are ultumately reducible ta the 
Henabhasas М Е Bodas, the author of the Crneal and 
Explanatory Notes on Tarkasangraha (published зп the Bom 
bay Sanskrit Senes 298) has argued m favour of this 
ommon He says “A httle consideration however will show 
that all the varieties of zbhasa сап be reduced to a hetvubhasa 
A fallacy, эл whatever part of the syllogism at may lie, can, 
by stating the syllogism in a logical form, be reduced to some 
Improper use of the middle term im one or both of the prem 
ses The middle term being the hnk which connects the 
subject and predicate of the conclusion, determines in fact the 
character of the whole sy{lomsm, and sof the latter 25 invalid 
the invalidity must їп one way or another arise from some 
defect in the conneenng link, Not that other parts of the 
syllogism may not be faulty, but the faults can by restating 
the syllogism in a suttable form he referred to the middle 
term The chief thing required for а valid anumifi аз 


2 A 
a correct Pardmeria: and a Parzmaría, which is composed of 
three constituent elements, pak£atz, pakiadharmata and туар, 
is correct only when पॉड three components are faultless. Hence 
all the faults of syllogism must belong to some one of these 
three things. When the fault hes In the pekiadharmati or 
hetutz, it Js of course a hetvabhasa proper. The fault lies in 
pakíata only when the pekfa or minor term is totally unreal 
thing, such аз gaganatavinda (sky-lotus), or when it ıs a thing 
on which the hein does not reside, Esther way the helw or 
the middie term cannot be predicated of the nunor, and the two 
eases fall under Airaydsiddhe and Srvarapasuldhe respectively 
. .-When a fault lies in the гуйрп, it can always be traced 
to а mabhichania or a sopüdhika helu.. The twenty-four 
jatis. can be easily reduced to hetsabhasa There can be 
no pakiubhdsa or vydptyabhasa or drestantabhdsa apart from 
the Aetribhase Pakssbhise or misleading minor falls under 
arayasddha ¥yaptydbhdsa or false generalisatron is nothing 
bet a wrablucharia or muddba руйры and is Included in 
cnaikantika or vyapyattdsiddha hetvabhasa Dristantabhgsa 
also falls under the same, as it зз not а dora in itself, but acts 
by witiating the vypit  La-tly the complex fallacies known 
аз anyornyasraya, dnavasthd and chakraka are only series of 
two or more invalid syllogisms. In this way the five Леррй- 
bh3-as named in the Text can be shown to include all the 
possible cases of fallacious arguments (Tarkasangraha, 


edited hy Y V. Athalye, Bombay Sanskrit Senes, LV p. 327 É). 


We agree with the view quoted here in so far that all the 
fallacies of inference or syllogism, as it was understood in 
India, have been included m the Aetvibhasas mentioned in 
Tarkasangraha, which have been dealt with above. But the 
formal fallacies of inference are not the only fallacies which 
are committed in actua] ihinkine. There are many other fal- 
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lacies pointed out by the Western as well as the ancient and 
medieval Indian thinkers, which are apt to be consciously or 
unconsciously committed in every day thinking and discus 
sions The lst of the fallacies pointed out by the ancient 
and medieval Indian lopicians was certainly very large, 
unsystematic and unwieldy But the modern attempt to confine 
to the hetvabhasas alone is not very desirable, for some of the 
fallaces of which the students of logic should be aware are 
left unmentioned m the text books of modern Indian logic 
A new attempt at classification of all the possible fallacies that 
may be committed, is very much needed in Indian logic 


CHAPTER IX 


UPAMANA (COMPARISON). 


Upamana ia the technical name lor a pecuhar means oi 
knowledge admitted by the Nyàya, Mimamsa and Vedanta 
schools of thought Thinkers of the Vansesika, imkhya, 
Yoga, Bauddha and Jaina schools do not айти the necessity 
of regarding it as a separate and independent means of know- 
ledge (pramána). They reduce it to Anumdna, Pratyakía or 
Sabda, or to a combination of them. 


DEFINITION OF LPAMANA 


The Naiyayikas who admit it as a distinct and indepen" 
dent means of knowledge define it as “the means of acquiring 
the knowledge of а thing through its sumilarity to another 
thing previously well known” (Nydyasdtras, 6)... The 
knowledge thus acquired з called upami {рати is defined 
in Tarkasangraha as “the knowledge of the connection of a 
name with the object denoted by the name The knowledge 
of sqmularity is the proximate cause of рати”, The essence 
of the pramàna thus consists in recognising a new object of 
a peculiar kind, unseen before, not by perception alone, but 
also by a compartson of the object with some other abject 
which has been previously heard to be similar to jt. The new 
object is brought under a concept (name) which was formed 
from a description of it, given by way of its comparison with 
some well known object, by another person who knew both the 
objects. The new knowledge is thus based upon the direct 
knowledge of semifarity of the previously unknown object with 


Ils 


the one already known. The idea of similarity was not got by 
the pramzta (knower) by actual perception of the twa objects 
together or even at different places and times It was only 
received from another person who knew them both and pointed 
“out the attnbutes in which they were similar This idea às 
present in the mind of the person who has not seen one of 
the two things compared When the previously unseen object 
i$ perceived and its attributes, learnt by way of sumilanty 
pointed out by the other person, are noticed, the object उज at 
once brought under the name which was merely а name 
hitherto 


EXAMPLES OF UPAMANA 


To illustrate the pramana, we may give an example A 
man who has never seen a "mule" but has only heard its name, 
is told by another person that a mule resembles a horse in 
many respects, and those aspects in wluch the two animals 
are similar are pointed out to him Now, some day he 
actually happens to see a new animal! not seen by him before, 
which resembles a horse in the aspects pointed out to him 
by the other person He at once recollects that the animal 
must be a mule, because it has got the attributes common 
between a horse and mule The stock example given im all 
books of Indian Logic is that of the knowledge of a ратауа 
(a species of оч) arising through Ypamana Thus we find 
Tarkasengraha illustrating the pramana ‘A person happens 
to be ignorant of the object denoted by the word garaya He 
learns from a forester that а gataya аз similar іо а cow He 
goes ta a forest, happens te see the animal called gavaya, which 
3з similar to a cow, and reeollects the formation conveyed to 
him by the forester Then the knowledge fupamui, “this уз 
the animal denoted by the name garaya” arises in him 


a 
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THE MIMAMSAKA VIEW OF UPAMITI. 


The Miumimsakas take ратала in different sense from 
that of the Naijayikas.  ратапа is regarded by them 
as cognising the similanty of the gavaya in the cow from the 
perception of the similanty of the cow In the goraya, The 
new knowledge acquired here is that “the cow is similar to this 
animal called gataya” and the instrument fkarana) of this 
knowledze is the knowledge that "the animal called gataya 
३ similar to a cow,” which formerly was only heard and now 
is directly perceived. According to the Naiyáyikas, the resultant 
knowledge उड not the knowledge of the similarity of the cow 
with the garaya now perceived, as the Mimimsakas say, but 
the knowledge that the word gavaya denotes the antmal per- 
ceived. The latter view seems to be more reasonable. Other- 
wise the pramana loses Мз value in giving us some new infor" 
mation. One can very easily say without perceiving a garaya 
that if а gataya resembles a cow, the cow must also resemble 
the garaya. 


UPAMANA AS AN INDEPENDENT PRAMANA, 


in reply to those logicians who do not admit Upamana 
аз a distinct and independent means of knowledge, the Naiy3- 
yikas, who regard it as a separate pramdna, urge the follow- 
Inf — 


The knowledge of the object beinz a garaya does not 
arise from merely the object coming into contact with the 
sense-organs, аз one would recognise the objects already known 
to him. That the name garaza denotes the object before him 
does not eo much depend upon his perception of the animal 
as upon his perception of the resemblance it bears to the 
known object, cow, and upon the recollection of the informa- 
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tion he has received that such an object was called а garaya 
Now these factors do not form essential parts of a perception 
Hence Comparison should be regarded as a distinct and inde 
pendent means of knowledge 


Companson (pamana) cannot, according to the Naiyà 
yikas, be taken as a kind of Inference {anumang}, simply 
because it does not involve the use of the essential factor of 
ап апитапа, namely, a byapth (generalisation of concom 
tance) ‘The knowledge that the animal is a gavaya because 
it is similar to a cow ४७ not actually got on account of an 
invariable connection between similanty with a cow and 
govayotia (govaya ness), established by previous experience 
What others mustake for a тушр ता an upamana is not realty 
a vyapt: but an information given by another person 


Upamana 35 not even a kind of sabda for, sabda ns a 
pramana does not require that the obyect about which it gives 
us information should be perceived in order to be known 
Sabda эп fact becomes unnecessary when the object can be 
perceived by the hearer of the fabda The information of an 
object bearing some particular name, when It i5 similar to 
some particular object, may be regarded a fabda knowledge 
(knowledge produced by verbal iestmony), but that alone їз 
rot sufficient to produce the knowledge called upamtn by the 
Nayyayikas It further stands in need of the object being 
perceived 


UPAMANA AS DIFFERENT FROM ‘ANALOGY’ 
Students who study both the Indian and Western Logic 


урет 
tern 
Inductive Logic Lite зама wR.) nent 


8 


like this: S is like P; P has got a characteristic x; therefore, 
S also must have x as its characteristic, although it is not 
already known to us, That is, we expect certain qualities to 
be present in some objects sumply because those qualities are 
found to be present in other objects which resemble the former 
in many other aspects. Evidently, this kind of thinking is 
quite different from what has been called Upomána in Indian 
Logic. 


CHAPTER X 
SABDA (VERBAL TESTIMONY) 


DEFINITION OF SABDA. 


Sabda aa a Pramana is defined In Tarkasangraha as “A 
sentence spoken by a trustworthy person (Apia}” А trust 
worthy or reliable person is ‘one who 38 m the habit of 
speaking the truth (yetharthe vakta} It is evidently a very 
comprehensive defimtion of Sabda and includes not only the 
Scripture which в regarded as the Word of God, but also the 
statements made by worldly persons who know the truth and 
communicate it correctly The Vedas are considered as autho 
ritative because they are regarded by the Natyayikas to Бе 
the words of God f(ffwara} who उफ ommsrient and reliable in 
the highest degree {fn the same way the statements of any 
worldly person (laukika Sabda) will be authoritative when 
it is certan that the person 3s а trustworthy one 


SABDA NOT A PRAMANA ACCGRDING TO SOME 
THINKERS 


Sabda зз not admifted to be an independent means of 
knowledge by the Vassesikas the Jamas and the Buddhists 
Dignaga the great Buddhist logician, points out that Testi 
mony (Sabda} cannot be regarded as а separate source of 
knowledge, simply because our knowledge af the rehabihty 
of the person is denved either from our perception of the 
fact stated by him or from an inference of his reliability 
based upon our observation that bys other statements have 
proved true. 
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THE VEDAS ALONE AS SABDA ACCORDING TO 
SOME, 


The Simkhya, Yoga, Mimimsi and Vedanta schools of 
thought agree with the Nyiya in regarding Verbal Testimony 
as an independent source of valid knowledge, but they all 
differ from the Nyiya as to the denotation of sebda By 
Sabda they mean the Vedas and whatever else उड based upon 
and does not contradact them And the Vedas are authorita- 
tive, not because they are words of a trustworthy Divine per- 
son, but because they are not known to have been created by 
any person (dpaurtseya) and are eterna] The words of the 
Vedas have come into mansfestation or have been revealed 
enly, but have not been created by any person, human or 
divine, However reliable a person may be, his statements 


cannot be regarded by these schools of thought as а Sabda 
(Word) 


SABDA ACCORDING TO THE NAIYAYIKAS, 


The Naiyayikas, on the other hand, think that the Vedas, 
being composed of words and sentences, must have an author. 
That author is God The validity and reliability of the state" 
mems and injenctlons of the Vedas is inferred from the 
reltabihty of God God is credible in the highest degree. 
But that does not preclude men from beng reliable with 
regard to what valid knowledge they may have and may 
convey to others. We often rely on the statements oi others 
whom we regard as gpia (trustworthy) in cases where direct 
perception or inference is not possible We get the vahd 
knowledge as to whether a mver rs fordable or not from the 
person who knows it and who has no motive for telling us 
а he, The Naiysyikas, therefore, admit two Kinds of Sabda 
(Verbal Tesumony), опе Vaulika or Scriptural and the other 
Lautika or worldly. 
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SABDA, VAKYA, PADA AND SANTI 


The term Sabda as it must be evident from the above, 
does not mean as in the popular speech, a word Неге it 35 
teed in a technical sense Sabda as a pramana means a state 
ment (tufya) of a reliable person (apta) A statement or 
sentence (zakya} ४3 composed of intelligible words {padah} 
Words {padah} are linguistic symbols capable fíalta) of 
denoting objects or relations existing in the world This 
capability (sali) of words to denote things has its origin, 
according to the Nalyayibas, in the command of God (Inara 
sankeia) at the time of creation of the world that such and 
such words shall mean such and such things 


This theory of the origin of language i5 called prescien 
tfc by modern scholars ЈЕ has very few supporters now 
when people know that the meaning of words has been chang 
ing from tme to bme, and that there зз no common and un 
changing language of the entire humanity or crestion It 
finds litle support from the modern scientific. study of the 
problem. 


THE VRTTÍ OF WORDS 


The later logwiana distingwich between two hands of 
trii or relation between a word and the thing referred to by 
n, namely, sgmficahon fsanketa ог abhidha) and smplication 


{ісЕзпла) 


Signification (direct meaning of words} is of two kinds, 
viz, the permanent and the occasional The permanent sig 
tification as called fakes (capabihty} tt us that which was 
willed by God “Let euch and such things be understood by 
such and such words" The occasional signification (pars 
Sis} depends ороп the will of man-—"Let euch and such 
things be understood. by such and such words” There has 
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been a great deal of discussion as to whether the fakti of 
words refers to individual objects or to'the classes only. H it 
refers to the former (the individuals), language shoald have 
as many words as the individual objects in the universe; 
which is not the case, if, on the other hand, it refers only to 
the classes, nothing can be said about the individuals. 
Сапреѓа, the author of Tattvachinizmani, holds that the fakti 
of words refers to individuals coming onder a class and 
possessing the" form of the class 


When a word refers to a thing which is not directly sig- 
nified by the word but which 3s related to the thing directly 
signified, the vrtiti is called lakfand (implication). When, 
for example, a man says that X 2s the pillar of the state, he 
does not refer to what is directly meant by the word “pillar”, 
but to something else related to pillar, namely, support. The 
stock example of Indian lograns is “a village of cowherds 
on the Ganges”, where, “on the Ganges” does not really mean 
on the Ganges, but means ‘on the bank of the Ganges’. 


CONDITIONS OF INTELLIGIBILITY OF A YAKTA 


Any combination. of words ( pada-samühaj will not by 
itself convey a meamng, although every word in и may singly 
mean or imply objects, In order that a collection of words 
may become an intelligible takya (sentence), it has to fulfil 
three conditions, namely, àkankfa, yogyatz, and sannidhi. 


] kinkíà (Expectancy) The words making up а 
sentence should be such that when one of them is heard and 
has aroused an the mind of the hearer а desire to know some 
thing more about the thing denoted by it, the other words, 
or all the words together, should be able to satisfy the desire. 
A want of this condition would make the whole combination 
of words unintelligible, A collection. of words hke "cow, 
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horse, ghost, God, action, love, went" would mean nothing 
In other words, a collection of words, in order to be intelligi 
ble, must be such as contains а subject— about whom some- 
thing is seid, and a predicate—that which is said about the 
subject 


2 Yogyata (Compatiblhty) —The words forming a 
sentence must be compatible with or appropriate to each 
other, or rather, we may «ay, the things signified by them 
must be mutually compatible The sentence is a whole must 
Eve us a meaning which is consistent with reality Such 
words are to be avoided from being put in the same sentence, 
аз denote things that cannot actually exist in the relation 
meant by the sentence. For example, at 35 absurd to say, 
* He sprinkles mountains on the roof" or * He quenches his 
thirst with fire The words and their relations expressed in 
these sentences are not Ifelhgible Fire can never quench 
thirst, nor can mountains be sprinkled, пз long as the nature 
of things з what itis These sentences are unintelligible in 


smite of the first condition fahdnksu--the formal correctness) 
being fulfilled 


3 Sanmdi or Asal (Contiguity) The words of a 
statement must be contiguous {near) to each other That ss, 
they must be pronounced immediately one after the other 
They should not be separated by & long interval of time bet 
ween them A sentence lke * Bring me water” will 
have no meaning of the word ‘ bring" ss uttered in the morn 
ing, “water” in the evening and "me" in the noon Ya the 
the сазе of written sentences the continguity required is that 
of apace, that 4, the words of a «entence should not be sepa 
rated by a Tong distance. 


Of these conditions, the first fakdnkid) appears to be а 
subjective condition, that та, referring to the state of the mind 
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of the hearer, the second (yogyata) an objective one, that is 
referring to the nature of things, and the third (sarnidht) 
verbal, that उ, referring to the words themselves. 


4 Some logicrans have added a fourth condition also, 
namely, Tz/par4apsuána,—knowledze of the intention of the 
speaker in the situation— which, they think, is essential for 
understanding the meaning of a sentence, Without a know- 
ledge of the mtention of the speaker, one often farls to make 
out what a sentence means For example, "Bring the paper" 
would have various meanings according to the different con" 
texts, and the servant will be at a loss to understand what is 
wanted, unless he knows the intention of the master. “Bring 
saindhara” уз the stock example of Indian logie in this eon- 
nection. The word samdhava means a horse ag well ag salt. 
Whether а man wants salt or a horse cannot be known unless 
some onsight into his intention is possessed by the hearer. 
Thus noe can know easily from the sitnebon or contest 


It should not be forgotten that the above mentioned com 
ditions contribute only to the sntelligibihty of a sentence. 
They do not make if authoritative It becomes authoritative 
anly when spoken by a trustworthy person. 


THE SABDA JRANA. 


The statement made by a trustworthy person 75 called 
Sabds, and the knowledge produced m the mind of the hearer 
: called the Sabda jfiina. Sabda is the indispensable cause 
of the Sabda jnana (knowledge through verbal testimony). 


CHAPTER XI 


A YATHARTHANUBHAVA (NON VALID 
KNOWLEDGE) 


So far we have been dealing with the nature and 
varieties of valid knowledge fyatharthanubhava) and the 
means of arriving atil Let us now consider the varieties of 
non valid knowledge [а yatharthanubhava} also Non valid 
knowledge, as we have already seen, consists im all those forms 
of experience (other than memory) which give us such attr 
butes or characteristics of things as they do not actually possess 


KINDS GF NOW VALID KNOWLEDGE 


The division of non valid knowledge (ayatharthanubhasza], 
given by Annambhatta in his Tarkasangraha, into three heads, 
viz {l} Sensaya (Doubt), (2) Fiparyaya (Illusion) and (3) 
Таға (Arguing on False Supposition), shows that the term 
ayatharthanubhaza is used in a very wide sense, so as to 
embrace not only wrong knowledge fa prame proper), but 
also Doubt (sanfaya]-—that stage of knowledge when we 
have not yet arrived at any certainty about either false or cor 
rect attributes of things and Tarka {Reductio ad absurdum), 
зп which we deliberately assume certain false premises in 
order to show their absurdity through what follows from their 
acceptance Some Naiyayikas mclided dreams also in the 
category of non valid knowledge 


The nature of the three varieties of non valid knowledge 
mentioned above is the following accordms to  Tarkasan 
graha — 
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].—SANSAYA. 


Sanfaya (Doubt) js the consciousness of two or more 
contrary attributes in one and the same object, without any 
certainty of either. It Jacks certainty, because there Js а 
feeling that the two attributes are irreconcilable (giruddha) 
with each other and that only one of them can be predicated 
of the object, and not both. But which should be predicated 
is not yet decided. For example, the doubt that the yonder 
thing is a post or a man, when nothing deftnite can be said 
about it. 


In fact sanfaya should not be classed as a kind of 
арғата, iE the latter is to be translated as wrong experience, 
for it is эп fact no definite experience yet, but only a midway 
stave Im the course of an experience, which may. when cer- 
tain, turn into either pramd or apramd The reason why a 
state of doubt is classed under ayatharihanubhata seems that 
here the term ayatharthanubhava s taken not in the sense of 
invalid Knowledge fayatiirtha-anudéeia), but o the sense of 
all cogmition that is not valid knowledge (a-yathárthanubhlava]. 
According to the division by dichotomy all knowledge will be 
ether talid knowledge or non valid knowledge Doubt एछ not 
the former. hence, 3 must come under the category of the 
iater But one may question whether doubt is knowledge at 
all, unless all mental cognitive states are regarded as know- 
ledge 


2— VIPANYAYA 


Viparyaya—Error or Illusion—is a form of expenence 
an Which we know with certainty a particular object as pos- 
‘seseing aftributes which at does not really possess. Jt is the 
knowledge of an object as quite different from what it actu- 
ally з. A doubt turos into an error when a wrong alterna- 
tive Im predication is selected in preference to a пені one. 
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The object 2s then regarded as what it is not in reality 
fanyathakhyei} An essential condition of the error or Wu 
sion is that st 35 not deliberately adhered to It 5 due to un 
known causes—some defects in the subjective or objective 
eondihons of knowledge—which obstruct the production of 
right experience For instance, the perception of a snake 
where there Is only a piece of a rope 


DIFFERENT VIEWS OF ILLUSION 


The occurrence of allusion has been conceived differently 
by different schools of thought Шуеоп is a fact of experi 
ence nobody questions it But what exactly happens when 
ме have an illusion is а point of dispute Whence do the 


attributes directly apprehended Jn the object come when we 
are having an allusion? 


ASATKHYATIVADA 


According to the Asathhkyat: (appearance of that which 
з absolutely unreal) view of the Madhyamika school of Bud 
dhism the objective contents of an illusion are absolutely 
unreal They do not at all exit in the object preceived as 
such There is far example no snake in existence in a piece 
of rope when the illusion of perceiving a snake in place of 
the piece of rope occurs lt is non-evustent {asat}, but at is 
experienced as existent. So far they are nght But why 
we should experience a non existent object as existent they do 
not explain They would only say that it 2s the general cha 
racter of all our knowledge that we perceive what does not 
exist 


ATMARHYATIVADA 


The Yogachara (Idealists} school of Buddhism goes а 
httle further into the problem and holds the «талу doc 
tnne According to ths doctrine the contents of an illusion 
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do not exist in reality or objective world, They are only 
tdeas (‘alpanz) of the self (aman) or mund, There is no 
srake in world outside the mind H is an idea of the mind 
appearing as projected in the objective world The doctrine 
is satisfactory so far as it goes; and there is an element of 
truth init. But ıt does not explain at all why should an dea 
of the mind be projected ont, or why it should be ceased to 
be regarded as ап idea merely. In an illusion the false attri- 
butes predicated of the object percened are regarded as the 
real characteristics present m it Moreover, according to the 
Buddhist Idealists even our correct preceptions are also ideal 
in character, ie, they are also projections of mind So the 
pioblem of distinguishing between the real and the unreal 
characteristics of objects remains unsolved. According te 
them, the rope is as much an ideal construction (Aalpand) as 
the snake How to say then that the one is real and the 
other unreal? Ther criterion that that which works success" 
fully as real is not satisfactory, for even the dream hallucina- 
tions work successfully in their own sphere 
SATKHYATIVADA 

As opposed to these two views, we have the Sarkhydt 
doctrine of Ramanwjacharya, which Js ultra realistic in ts 
nature According to Raiminujichirya there is nothing idea! 
(kalpanika) in очоп Whatever we perceive, whether in 
a valid perception or jn an illusion, 33 objectively real (sat) 
It 28 something given or presented to the senses and not merely 
imagined or created by the mind out of nothing The func- 
tion of knowledee उज not to create, but to reveal If we hap- 
pen to see silver where others see only nacre, it 78 because 
of the actual existence of the elements of silver, In however 
small quantity they may be, in the object which has got the 
elementa of nacre in preponderance On account of some 
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defect in our perceiving mechanism or in the environment, or 
due to our armas, we do not perceive the elements of nacre 
but perceive the elements of silver only Similarity 25 partial 
identity And illusions are due to the latter Some attributes 


ot a snake are present Im the piece of rope where an illusion 


of a snake occurs Even the dream objects are not unreal 


according to Ramanujacharya. "They are real, alihongh tem 
poranly created for the suffering or enjoyment of the indivi 


dual who dreams 


There seems to be some truth in this view also, but not 
much Every illusion has got some basis in reality There 
эз, no doubt, рага! identity эп all cases of simuilanty But 
no man of cemmon sense will ever hold that the object of 
illusion, as such and in its entirety, 29 existent im the objective 
world in the environment in which it 35 perceived. There їз 
so little of snake ness an а piece of rope, and so httle of silver 
ness in а piece of nacre, that st really looks absurd to hold 


that the snake and the silver percened as such are actually 
existent in the real world then and there 


ANNYATHARHYATIVADA 


The Naiyiypkas, who are also realists, therefore, hold a 
view called Annyathakhyean or Fipantakhyart (appearance of 
a thing as another or otherwise than st is} According to this 
doctrine, we perceive, m an illusion, those attributes which 
are not present actually m the object we are trying to perceive, 
but which are actually present elsewhere The realistic posi 
ton of Nyaya compels it to say that all that is perceived must 
be presented to the senses and must be real or exictent in the 
objective world But they do not go to the extreme of Ram3- 
nuja in bolding that all that їз percerved उ present here and 


now They say that the attributes perceived in an illusion 
Jg 


४0 


ere real, and though not present here and now, they are ers- 
tent elsewhere and at other time. 


So far the view may be mght, but the difficulty in this 
theory of illusion is: How does one perceive with his seres 
operative here and now the altnbutes present elsewhere and 
at other times? There is hardly any satisfactory reply other 
than an absurd one, that the sense-organs at such times func- 
tion supernormally, and thus come into contact with the 
attributes existing. elsewhere, no matter what the distance in 
ите or space may be between the object attempted to be per- 
ceived and the object actually perceived. Nothing can Бе 
more absurd than the, when 3 can be very easily held that 
much of what we perene in an illusion ls ^upphed by the 
rund from its store of past Impressions of objects perce:ved 


before. 


AKHYATIVADA. 


More reasonable than all the preceding views, therefore, 
seems to be the ALAh3atitzda (doctrine of non-di crimination) 
af the Samkhva and the Mumamsa schools. According to this 
new, every illusion is due to non-diserimination or non-differ- 
entiation between two preces of Lnowledze; or between know- 
ledre got 70057 two sources. Sometimes the conftrion takes 
place between the actual partial sense-perceplion and the me- 
mory-amazes aroused by the perception; at other trmes it 
takes place between two sense-perceptions, In the case of the 
Ulucion of a snake, for example, the actnal Шоѕогу experience, 
“This is a snake", is composed of two pieces of knowledge, 
mamely, "This зз”, which is actual sense-perception. and “а 
snake" which is a memoryamaze The senses, on acount 
of some defect either in them or in the environment, come 
into contact with only the bare existence of the object plus 
the«e aspects of the object (rope) which are common to it and 
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snake Man उऊ not however satished with indetermanateness, 
doubt and vagueness Hence the mind supplies a definite predi 
extion in the form of an image We at once speak out, “This 
із а snake”, forgetting that much of “a snake" is the con 
tribution of the mind 2nd not the report of the cences. The 
report of the senses is therefore blended with the ideas of the 
mund, and no distinction or discrimination i5 made between 
what ıs given by the senses and what js contributed by the 
mind. Hence an Hoson In an Шочоп of a white crystal 
appearing as red when a red rose-flower is im its vicinity, we 
have а non discrimination or non di tinction between two 
perceptions namely, the perception of the wlute crystal and 
the perception of a flower There ts a blending and confu 
sion of the two pieces of perceptual knowledge This view 
agrees more than any of the previous ones with the view of 
modern psychology on illusion 


ANIRVACHANIYARIYATIVADA 


The Vedantists of Shankaras school, however, do not 
agree with this view Ther main objections are two Firstly, 
that at the same moment there cannot be two acts of cogm 
lion going on in the mind There 3s but one indivisible act of 
cognition at ore moment Secondly, that the attributes of the 
illusory objects ате not in the mind as images, but are felt 
to be there in the objectne world Най they been merely 
images ii the mind, as the theory of akAyat: presupposes, they 
could not have been sensed in space outside the mind of the 
perceiver, as it happens in all illusions The illusory snake їз 
on objective reality perceived there in space according to the 
Advaita Vedantins They ate realists so far as they hold that 
the function of knowledge i5 not to create its objects but to 
reveal them Sense-knowledge presupposes sensible objects 
We all feel, as long as the perception on the illusory snake lasts, 
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that the snake which we are perceiving is there. We are actu- 
ally afraid of it, and feel nervous as we do before a snake. 
There is not the least difference in the nature of the real and 
the illusory snake, so far аз the attributes revealed by our 
knowledge are concerned, This objectivity is not explained by 
the akh5ati theory which holds that the snake is only a mental 
image confused with the "this" revealed through perception. 
The ilusory snake, according to the Vedantists, is not а mere 
mental Image. It is an external object, there in space and 
time. But it is a peculiar kind of object, which can neither 
be called real nor unreal (anzrvachaniya). The Real zs that 
which persists and the unreal is that which never appears. 
The illusory snake is not real, because it vanishes. It з not 
unreal, because rt J3 perceived or because it appears. It is, 
therefore, neither real nor unreal, but something mdesecribahle 
(amirvachaniya} in these terms. This view is called the 


anirvachamyakhyatiwada, Jt lays as much emphasis on objec- 
ътт "ma the Werocusa "T ёт री... ype | à a - r 3 r " " 


porary appearance created then and there an account of the 
peculiar situation, just as in dreams temporary objects are 
created by the wish of the individual 


This view ७ criticised by the Naiyiyskas on the ground 
that there is no mndesenbable object in the world. All objects 
are desenbable, According to them there is no temporarily 
created object like the snake in the real world when we 
have an allusion, What we can rightly say is that something 
i» apprehended as otherwise than what ¥ is. This ts what 
the doctrine of annyathakhyats or viparitakhydti holds, But 
this does not explain how and why we apprehend a thing 
as otherwise than what it is. 
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be fabe. That is it js false to say that there is no fire im 
the hill. So the сюпеЇїпчоп of the orizinal inference is cot- 
rect, ‘That is, there is fire on tbe hill’ 


The reason why rarka is included under the head of 
ron-valid lnowledze seems to be, though quite far-fe'ched, 
that the assumed premise is false or that the assumed premise 
leads to а corclusion which does not represent things a 
they me faiadrat; foiprokiraka}. 


CHAPTER XII 
ANEKANTAVADA AND SYADVADA 


RELATIVITY OF OUR KNOWLEDGE 


In dealing with the various views on the nature of the 
Effect florya} we pomted out {on page 77) that each of the 
views їз right. from the paint of view trom which the author 
of the particular view approaches the problem in fact 
much of the intellectual animosity will come to an end, when 
it is fully realised that all of our opinions are expressyons of 
our knowledge of objects from some particular point of view 
or about some particular aspect of them They may be true 
only from that point of view or with reference to that aspect 
alone fram which or about which they have been formed 
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Every object has innumerable aspects fanekania), and 
stands am innumerable relations with other objects of the 
universe. In all our thinking we always confine to those 
aspects or relations of objects with which we are at that time 
concerned, or in which we are interested We neglect and 
do not take notice of the olber countless aspects or relations 
in which we are not interested, or with which we are not 
concerned Very often, we remain Jgnorant of the fact that 
the object has other aspects or relations also than those with 
which we are concerned, and so identify it with those very 
espects of which we are then aware It is a common ten 
dency And beesuse everybody is apt to do so, differences 
of opinion. ate bound to anse In fact they do arise, aa the 
interests and needs of different individuals, and so, their rele 
ion with the objects are different It as во in practical life 
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aa well as in religions, scientific and philosophical thinking. 
There will never be a time, taking human nature to be as it 
is, when differences of opinion will cease 


However comprehensive our knowledge about any object 
may be it zs always partial, simply because we have always 
to select some of the countless aspects and relations of the 
objecta of our knowledge. Аз William James, a great psy- 
chologist of modem times, has pointed out, the mind "is 
always Interested more in one part of из object than in 
another, and welcomes and rejects, or chooses, all the while 
it ihmnks We actually ignore most of the things before us 

.. What are our very senses themselves but organs ‘of selec- 
поп? ,. Attention, an the other hand, out of all the sensa- 
tions yielded, picks out certam ones as worthy of its notice 
and suppresses all the rest . The mind selects again. It 
chooses certain of the sensations to represent the thing most 
truly, and considers the rest as zis appearances, modified by 
ihe conchtions of the moment . Reasoning js but another 
form of the selective activity of the mend The mind, in 
short, works on the data it receives very much as a sculptor 
works on his block of stone The world we feel and live 
in will be that which our ancestors and we, by slowly cumu- 
lative strokes of choice, have extricated out of this (the 
objectively given} hke sculptors, by simply rejecting ceram 
portions of the given stuff, Other eculptors, ather statues 
from the same stone! Other munds, other worlds from the 
same monotonous and inexpressive chaos! My world is but 
one їп à millon alike embedded, alike real to those who may 
abstract them”. {Principles of Psychology, Vol J, p. 264 Í). 
In Yogevdsrstha, Vasistha has told Rama that "One does not 


know anything other than of what alone one is conscious 
oneself” (III. 55 6l) 
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This fact is illustrated by the popular parable of the 
six blind men who went to see an elephant After each 
having touched a particular part of the elephant, these bhnd 
men returned home and began to tell one another аз to what 
the elephant was hke The first blind man who had touched 
only the belly of the elephant said, * The elephant 3s very like 
8 wal The second one, wha had felt only the tusk, dis 
puted the assertion of the first and said, "The elephant 7s 
very hke a spear" The third, who had touched the trunk, 
sad, The elephant is very Dike a snake" The fourth, who 
had touched the knee only, sad, “The elephant ४७ very hike 
a tree* Тһе fifth who had only caught the ear, said, “The 
elephant з= very hke a fan" And the sixth, who had seized 
the swinging tal of the elephant, questioned them all, and 
said, ' The elephant ıs very like à rope” 

“And so these men of Indostan 
Disputed loud and long, 

Each эп his own opinion 
Exceeding stiff and strong, 

Though each was partly in the night 
And all were in the wrong” 


All of us are like these blind men m the sphere of know- 
ledge All our knowledge zs отпей and relative 
Tel because we do not realise this fact Indian philosophers, 
parheularly the Jamas, were aware of this nature of know 


ledge, They hme lard much emphasis on the doctrine of 
' Stand ports” 


We quar 


THE DOCTRINE OF STANDPOINTS (NAYA VADA) 


As we have already pointed out, there are infinite num 
ber of aspects and relations of objects lonelaniorzda) For 
the purpose of treatment we have fo сазе у them under 
some prominent hesds 
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According to the great Buddhist philosopher, Nieirjuna, 
there аге two main aspects of Reality, namely, the Absolute 
(Paramartha) and the Relative (Semvrits), ie. the Reality as 
it is In Itself and the forms in which it appears to us—“Reality 
and Appearance”, as the English thinker, Bradley, also calls 
them Тһе former is the same for all times and in all places. 
The latter is the name for all those other aspects in which the 

Essence of things appears to different individuals and in differ 
ent times and places 


Sankaricharya, the great exponent of the Vedinta philo- 
sophy, makes a three fold division of all the aspects of objects, 
namely, (l) the Piramirthike (the Absolute} or the One, 
Lrchanging, and Eternal Essence of all things, (2) the Руйъа- 
hirika (the Practical) or the usual aspects of things revealed 
to all of us, and (3) the Pratbhanka (the illusory) or the 
form in which the objecta of aur cammon world appear some- 
times to some individuals) Take an example of a pillar stand- 
ing in a solitary place We can look at it from three stand. 
points, according to the aspect of the pillar we have in view, 
namely, the essence, the name and form in which it is known 
to most of us, and the name and form in which it appears to 
one who i+ under the sway of an Шиполп In the first aspect 
the object аз the same Substance (whatever it may be called 
by different thinkers) of which other objects are also made 
(Matter, according to some, Spint according to others); 
in the second aspect, st ॥ a pillar; and in the third aspect it 
may be the ghost of a recently dead man, 


The Тапа philosophers have pointed out seven chief 
points of view (лауа) or aspects (antas} under which we 
know objects A statement made from one point of view 
(naya) should not be confused with the statement made from 
another paint of mew — Exery statement is true from ats own 
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standpoint. Yo a comprehensive knowledge about any objecta 
all points of view must be represented. That is, we should 
know the object, in order to know it fally from all the 
ponts of мет Unfortunately we rarely do so The seven 
points of view empta sed by the Jaina logicians are — 


] The Aagama naya x the stardpoint in which the 
generic and the particular characteristics of objects are пої 
abstracted from each other We look at things as concrete 
wholes without crealine a division between their general and 
individual aspects H rs а standpoint in which the distinction 
has not yet amen. In fact to abstract the two aspects from 
each of them and to think of them apart or to identity the 
ohje with either of them ts fo commit a fallacy called the 
Aagamabhasa by Jana lomeians For example when we 
perceive 2 cow we never question whether we are perceiving 
the gents cow er the mdmdual cow To think that 
the genus cow w separable from the parncular cow 33 a fallacy 
according to the Jamas Mary philo ophers commit this kind 
of false abstraction, Bot to lay too much and exclusive em 


phasis проп this point of view 35 also to commit the fallacy 
of natzemabl a а 


2. Sangraha naya 5 the point of new of the common 
aspects of objects Often we have to confine ourselves m 
thought ta the common or generic mature of things nez 
lecting their particular or Wmdmidual charactenstics or differ 
ences For example we often «ay man is mortal, gold is 
vellow and heavy metal, iron ss hard, ete When we talk like 
this we have no thought of particnler characterist са of the 
different men, of the vanoas forms in which cold and оп 
зге found. But to regard the common or genene aspect аз 
the only aspect of thngs and ta disregard the particular ià5 
azan to tommit а fallacy called, Sangrahabha т 
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3, The V yavahára naya is the standpoint of the specific or 
the mdividual characteristics of objects, neglecting their gene- 
ric or common aspects Jt is called vyavahdra naya because 
in our practical hie this is the most predominatng standpormt 
Our likes and dislikes are always for the particulars and not 
for the genus. Eg, we always choose particular men or 
women аз out friends Our choice of objects Js always deter- 
mined by their particular shape, colour, size, smell and form 
ес But to be so much obsessed by the particular as to forget 
that ıt has much in common with other objects of the same 
clas is to commit the fallacy called F4avaharabhasa 


4 The Ruusstra naya ts the standpoint of the present 
moment. It is the view of objects as they are at the present 
moment, not caring as to what they have been m the past or 
what they may be in the future Often it Is necessary to take 
this standpoint. For example, a Judge does not care to know 
what the murderer was in the past or what he might be im 
the future, тп case he is let off, in awarding the punishment 
He punishes him as a murderer. But to confine oneself to this 
pomt of view in all affairs of hfe and with regard to all things 
would be cormmtung the fallacy called PFüjusütrábhasa All 
things have their past, present and future They change in 
lime So to regard any object only such аз it ig गा the present 
moment would be absurd Н a child regards his mother as 
avery cruel person because she is now beating him, he com- 
mits the fallacy. 


5. Sabda naya is the literal point of view. It 45 the 
standpoint of Grammar and confines itself to the gender, num- 
her and tense, etc. exclusively, neglecting the meaning of the 
words From the point of view of the correctness of language 
M is very necessary to confine oneself to its idiomatic use, 
For example, in the Sanskrit language there are words having 
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masculine and neuter gender but meaning a wife, Dara mas 
culne), Kalatra (neuter) and patm (feminine), all mean 
wife English language also has got innumerable idiomatic 
expressions which mean differently from what the words com 
posing them would sigmfy Eg ‘Man of war means a war- 
ship In the same way, m Sanskrit "detanam priye (literally 
meaning beloved of gods) means а fool But to lay too much 
emphasis on the linguistic aspects of the terms, neglecting their 
real and prevalent meaning is to commit the fallacy of Sabda 


bhasa 


б Samabhirudhe naya is the standpoint of the etymo 
logist who always tries to use the terms In their etymological 
sense It is often necessary to understand the real meaning 
of terms by referring to their etymological derivation Eg 
the term man or marusya comes from the root ‘man’ meaning 
‘to think.’ Hence man is the creature who 5 capable of think 
int But to be obsessed by this point of view and always to 
insist on this aspect of words, neglecting their prevalent mean 
ing is to commt the fallacy of Samabhirudhabhasa 


4 Evambhuta naya is the point of view of the actual 
function that any object performs. From this standpoint every 
thing is defined in terms of what м actually does А potter 
is one who makes pots, a carpenter is one who makes wooden 
furniture and a Brahmana i5 only one who knows Brahma. 
То define and understand objects ın terms of ther functions 
and ufility is certamly a very important thing, for every 
object has some peculiar function in the economy of nature 
But to exclusively confine oneself to this point of view ts again 
lo commit a failacy, called Evambhutabhasa by the Jamas 
In the world of eyavahara (practical hfe) things and per 
sons retam their names even when they do not perform the 
fanction on account of which the names were onginally mven 
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A potter continues to be called a potter een. when he has 
ceased to make pots. Hardly а few Brihmanas know Brahma 
Even a cruel man may be called *Dayanidhi' (meaning, trea- 
sure of mercy) and quite an illiterate man may be called 
"Vachaspati! (meaning learned). 


As we have already pointed out, the nayas (standpoints) 
are not only seven. They are infinite in number. The seven 
pointed out by the Jaina logicians аге the most prominent. In 
fact things are known as different at different places, in differ- 
ent times, in different situations, to different 
persons in their different moods and attitudes. Our 
knowledge of every object "is confined to the limits of the 
sense-organs, the time, opportumty, and inchnation for de- 
tailed scrutiny, habits of inference, the purpose of mind, the 
store of knowledge about it, etc,” (Seashore). This 33 а truth 
ao plain that we hardly realise it. If we realise it well, we 
shall cease to be dogmatic, to be fanatic, to be prejudiced, and 
to be quarrelsome For, a necessary corollary from this self- 
evident truth will be that all our judgments are relatively, and 
го, partially true From this it follows that about the same 
thing other judgments, quite different from and even opposed 
to our judgment may be made. Ours is only one of the ın- 
numerable ones that are actually being made What is cold 
under certain circumstances and to some is not cold to another. 


What is beautiful to one J not beautiful or is even positively 
ugly to others. What is a valuable manuscript to a scholar 35 
not at all so to a grocer. What is poison to one Ls a restorer 
of hfe to another What is white to an average man उ yellow 
to the jaundiced. The doctrine that gives satisfaction to one 
is regarded as absurd and repulsive by another What is 
distant to one is near to another with a binocle. Such instances 
can be multiplied by millions 
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describable as hot or cold, for it з neither hot пог cold to 
some person. 


5. "Syat ası avaktavyam” (syddastyavakiavyam) —It 
may be so and al:o may be indescribable", Eg., this water 
may be cold to some body; neither cold nor hot to another 
body, Le, indescribable either as cold or as hot. 


б "Syat пап э avaktavyam"  (syannastyavaktavyam ) — 
“It may not be so and may also be indescribable”. Eg, this 
water may not be hot to some body and neither hot nor cold 
to another body. 


7. “Spat as» nas: avaktavyam {Syadasnnastyavalts- 
руат) —“ may be so, may not be so and also may be indes- 
cribable", Eg. this water उघ hot to some, not hot to another, 
neither hot nor cold to still another; or all to the same person 
at different times. 
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